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ADVERTISEMENT. 


4  i  HE  Author  of  thefe  Sheets  has  formed  a  defgn  of  offering  to  the 
Public ,  from  time  to  time ,  his  Obfervations  in  Anatomy ,  Surgery ,  and 
Midwifery ;  and  has  therefore  given  fuch  a  Title  to  this  Firf  Part ,  as  may 
in  fome  meafure  comprehend  the  whole  of  his  fcheme . 


The  Second  Part  will  contain  an  account  of  the  Gravid  Uterus ;  the 
publication  of  which  has  been  fo  long  retarded  only  by  the  author  s  defre  oj 
fending  it  into  the  world  with  fewer  imperfections.  In  the  long  interval  of 
timey  fince  propofals  for  executing  this  work  were  firf  given  out,  fome  fa¬ 
vourable  opportunities  of  making  obfervations  on  this  fubjedt  have  occurred, 
and,  it  is  hoped,  have  furnijhed fuch  matter  of  improvement,  as  may  make 
fome  compenfation  for  the  delay . — The  plates,  illufi rating  the  defcription  of 
the  Gravid  Uterus,  mofl  of  which  have  been  engraved  many  years,  will  be 
publifhed feparately  in  a  large  folio  volume « 
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AControverfy  relating  to  any  improvement  or  difcovery  in  the  arts* 
when  there  are  complaints  of  unfair  dealing,  is  an  aukward  fub- 
jed:  for  a  party  principally  concerned.  The  writer  mufl  plead 
his  own  caufe ;  and  where  he  thinks  himfelf  in  the  right,  and  ill-treated, 
he  will  be  led  to  fpeak  in  his  own  favour,  and  to  the  prejudice  of  another 
perfon ;  both  which  a  man  of  an  ingenuous  turn  of  mind  would  willingly 
avoid.  Another  difadvantage,  under  which  a  writer  in  fuch  a  difpute 
muff  appear,  is,  that  he  will  often  feem  to  be  magnifying  trifles,  claiming 
what  is  not  worth  his  pofleflion,  and  proving  or  denying  things  of  no 
confequence  ;  for  the  fubjed  in  difpute  is  often  of  trivial  moment  in  it- 
felf,  but  becomes  important  to  the  parties  concerned,  when  their  mo¬ 
ral  charaders  are  afteded  by  it.  Hence  the  reader  is  naturally  flrfl: 
offended  with  an  importunate  eagernefs  in  the  writer,  then  tired  of  fo 
much  about  nothing,  and,  perhaps,  condemns  both,  without  attending 
to  what  either  has  to  fay. . 

Another  circumflance,  as  unpleafant  as  either  of  thofe  already  men*- 
tioned,  is,  that  in  order  to  do  juflice  to  the  caufe,  it  may  be  neceflary  to 
fay  many  things,  which  an  author  would  wifh  to  avoid  ;  he  may  be 
obliged  either  to  fupprefs  his  evidence,  or  to  call  upon  his  friends,  and 
publifh  the  matter  of  private  converfation ;  in  fhort,  to  mention  many 
things,  which  though,  for  fome  reafon  or  other,  it  may  be  difagreeable 
to  relate  them,  are  yet  neceflary  in  the  defence  of  truth. 

As  thefe  are  the  genuine  fenumentsof  the  author  of  the  following  pages* 
it  is  natural  to  believe  that  he  would  willingly  have  declined  a  paper-war 
with  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  of  Edinburgh.  But  the  treatment, 'which 
he  has  received  from  that  gentleman,  has  been  fo  very  Angular,  that  it  was 
inflfled  on  by  his  friends,  that  he  fhould  publifh  a  full  hate  of  the  cafe, 
fupported  by  unqueftionable  teflimony.  He  urged,  that  his  original 
complaint  againft  Dr.  Monro  w'as  not  worth  the  attention  of  the  public, 
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INTRODUCTION. 

in  any  other  way  than  as  a  paragraph  in  a  literary  journal  and  that  to 
anfwer  the  illiberal  cenfures,  and expofe  the  fubterfuges,  in  the  Doctors 
pamphlet,  he  fliould  be  obliged  to  defcend  to  things  of  too  trivial  a 
nature  for  the  notice  of  the  public.  They  obferved,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  this  Hep  was  become  necejfary ;  that  the  neceffity  of  it  would  prove 
its  excufe,  &c.  They  prevailed. 

If  any  part  be  found  to  be  fevere,  it  will  be  the  faCts  rather  than 
the  language.  Judice  calls  for  fadts  :  the  intelligent  reader  will  make 
his  own  reflections,  and  will  give  his  cenfure  or  his  approbation,  accord¬ 
ing  to  his  opinion  of  the  merits.  The  difpute  lies  within  a  fmall  com- 
pafs,  and  the  little,  that  has  been  already  advanced  on  this  fide  of  the 
queftion*,  is  concife  and  to  the  point.  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet  -|-  is  prolix, 
vague,  and  without  precifion.  Thefe  are  faults  which  may  happen 
in  controverfial  writing,  where  the  caufe  is  good  and  the  heart  upright  •, 
but  we  more  commonly  find  them  where  it  is  neceffary  to  flifle  truth, 
to  difguife  fallhood,  or  to  throw  obfcurity  over  the  whole,  that  the  fair 
inquirer  may  be  tired,  and  forced  to  declare,  that  the  quedion  is  too 
difficult  and  perplexed  for  him  to  decide. 

The  acrimony  fo  remarkable  in  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet  may  be  excufed 
by  thofe  who  entertain  a  favourable  opinion  of  its  author.  They  will 
tell  us,  that  anger  is  a  very  natural  paffion,  and  is  often  an  attendant  upon 
an  honed  heart.  We  grant  it;  but  dill  it  is  a  fault,  inafmuch  as  it  gives 
a  fufpicion  of  a  weak  or  of  a  bad  caufe,  and  of  a  mind  prone  to  do  an 
injury  ;  and  experience  often  verifies  the  old  ohfervation,  .that  the  ag- 
greffor  is  the  mod  irreconcileable  enemy  J. 

But 

*  Critical  Review  for  Nov.  1757,  Art.  IX.  and.  for  Dec.  1757,  Art.  IX.  .See  Appendix, 
No.  III.  &  V. 

t  Observations  Anatomical  and  Phyfiolcgical,  &c.  Edinburgh,  1758.  8vo. 

X  If  the  reader  fhould  have  forgotten  the  acrimony  of  Dr.  Monro’s  performance,  and  think 
thefe  hints  too  Prong,  we  would  beg  the  favour  of  him  to  fay,  whether  gentlemen  treat  any 
living  character,  above  the  rank  of  the  pillory,  in  the  following  manner.  In  his  fecond  page, 
he  thinks  it  highly  probable  that  Dr..  Hunter’s  conference  mujl  have  rejected  what  his  pen  affirmed. 
In  pas;e  4,  he  conjectures  that  Dr.  H’s  intention  was  to  catch  at  any  occafion  to  propagate  what  was 
falfe  and  injurious,  being  confcious  that  it  was  fo.  Page  10,  he  reprefents  Dr.  H.  as  drove  by 
the  rage  of  detraction  to  the  mofl  frivolous  refources.  Page  11,  he  fays,  that  Dr.  H’s  proceedings 
muff  to  every  man  of  common  fenfe ,  appear  not  only  highly  unyujl  and  malevolent ,  but  equally  weak 
and  ridiculous :  and  he  mentions  fomething  as  the  lajl  effort  which  Dr.  IDs  imagination  has  been 
able  to  fuggefi  for  throwing  a  reproach  upon  him. 
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But  what  I  thought  the  great  fault  of  the  performance,  was  the  open 
violation  of  truth  and  candour.  How  far  I  had  reafon  for  taking  fuch 
offence,  the  reader  will  judge.  The  original  difpute  between  us  is 
about  fatts  and  dates ,  and  does  not  allow  of  quibble  or  evafion.  One 
of  us  mult  be  in  the  right,  the  other  mufl  be  in  the  wrong.  Therefore, 
what  relates  to  the  injection  of  the  tubuli  tejlisy  and  to  the  ufe  of  the 
lymphatic  veffels,  muff  be  hiftcrical,  and  muft  be  fupported  by  fuflicient 
vouchers.  That  circumftance  has  rendered  the  firlf  part  of  this  work 
more  tedious  than  I  could  have  wifhed.  The  latter  part,  I  flatter  my- 
felf,  will  be  found  both' more  entertaining,  and  more  ufeful,  as  it  is  in- 
terfperfed  with  many  curious  experiments  and  obfervations,  particularly 
on  the  fubjedt  of  abforption,  and  on  the  flate  of  the  tefiis  in  the  fcetus , 
which  were  made,  and  communicated  to  me,  by  my  brother. 

I  have  added  an  Appendix,  containing  all  that  was  publiflied  in  ther- 
Critical  Review,  relating  to  this  controverfy,  before  Div  Monro  wrote 
his  pamphlet,  that  the  reader  may  be  able  to  confult  thofe  papers  with* 
eafe,,  when  he. finds  them  quoted. 

\ 

If  the  world  fhould  think  that  I  ought  to  have  publifhed  this  defence" 
fooner,  I  beg  they  may  recolledt  that  when  my  friends  firfl  engaged  me  in 
it,  I  only  promifed  to  do  it  with  proper  opportunity  *.  It  required  a  good 
deal  of  time,  and  I  had  little  to  fpare  :  the  fubjedt  was  unpleafant,  and 
therefore  I  was  very  feldom  in  the  humour  to  take  it  up  :  Dr.  Monro’s 
performance  did  not  hurt  me  with  my  friends,  and  I  was  lefs  folicitous' 
what  others  might  think  of  me  :  no  perfon  could  fuffer  by  the  delay, 
but  myfelf :  and,  as  I  well  knew  that  I  could  make  every  thing  very 
clear,  I  thought  it  of  no  confequence  whether  I  appealed  to  the  public 
little  fooner  or  later. 


*  Critical  Review,.  Vol.  VI,  p2g.  316. 


Errors  which  the  Reader  is  defired  to  correct. 


Page  7,  line  9.  after  living  put  a  femicolon. 

- 8,  —  3  of  the  Note,  for  means  read  method. 

- 17,  — 14  of  the  Note,  for  ivrote  read  written . 

- ,  — 15  of  the  Note,  for  that  read  thefe. 

- 20,  —  5  of  the  Note,  for.  wrote  read  written . 

- 40,  —  1 .  for  interjlicial  read  interjlitial. 

- 46,  —  1 ,  for  provioujly  read  previoujly. 

- ,  — 17,  for  an  d  read  and. 

* - 48,  —  36.  for  aneurifm  read  aneuryfm . 

- 49,  — 16,  for  nor  read  or. 

- 54.  —  5,  for  Simmons  read  Symons. 

- 63,  —  8  of  the  Note,  for  drove  read  driven. 

- ,  —  31.  for  both  by  injections  read  by  injections,  both. 

- 67,  —  2.  for  fymptons  read  fymptoms. 

- 73,  —  1.  for  June  or  July  read  May  or  June. 

- 89,  —  29.  for  March  read  February  or  March. 

- 100,  —  33,  for  Her  eyou  read  Here  you. 

- 103, —  7.  for  \th  read  14^. 

• - 105, —  I.  for  njeCiing  read  injecting. 

In  the  fecond  plate  the  letter-engraver  forgot  to  put  in  this  mark  of  reference,  [&] 
It  fhould  ftand  where  a  ftrait  line,  falling  perpendicularly  from  the  letter  V, 
.would  meet  a  ftrait  line  drawn  from  E  to  D. 


CHAP.  I. 


Of  the  Injections  of  the  Eeftis, 

IN  the  year  1757,  I  informed  the  public  *  what  I  had  done  upon 
this  fubjeCt,  in  the  following  words. 

“  About  the  beginning  of  November,  1752,  in  prefence  of  Mr. 
€i  Galhie,  and  fome  others,  I  injeCted  the  Vas  deferens  in  the  human  body 
“  with  mercury,  and  by  that  method  filled  the  whole  Epididymis ,  and 
(i  the  tubes  that  come  out  from  the  body  of  the  E  eft  is  to  form  it  :  and 
Ci  obferved,  in  this  operation,  that  the  mercury  continued  to  run,  and 
“  the  body  of  the  Eeftis  to  become  gradually  more  turgid  and  heavy, 
€X  for  fome  time  after  the  external  parts  were  compleatly  filled.  I 
c<  fhewed  this  preparation  next  night  at  my  public  leCture,  faid  that  I 
<f  believed  we  fhould  find  the  internal  tubuli  likewife  filled,  but  that  I 
would  not  venture  to  open  it,  till  I  had  got  another,  left  I  fhould 
“  fpoil  what  was  already  a  valuable  preparation  ;  and  defired  my  brother 
<(  to  lofe  no  opportunity  of  making  the  trial. 

“  This  was  communicated  as  a  piece  of  anatomical  news  to  Dr.  Do- 
s(t  nald  Monro,  then  at  Edinburgh,  by  a  letter  from  Dr.  Garrow,  phy- 
“  fician  at  Barnet,  fome  time  in  the  fame  month. 

“  In  fome  fuch  time  as  a  week  or  fortnight,  after  this  firfi:  public 
<e  demonftration,  my  brother  made  the  trial,  and  fucceeded.  He  fhewed 
te  me  the  Eft  is  opened,  and  the  tubular  internal  fubftance  very  generally 
<(  filled  with  mercury.  This  preparation,  which  I  Hill  preferve,  I 
ct  fhewed  at  my  public  leCture,  that  very  evening,  with  marks  of  being 
“  pleafed  with  the  difcovery.  In  my  next  courfe  of  leCtures,  viz.  Feb. 
“  Ccc.  1753,  and  in  every  courfe  fince  that  time,  I  have  fhewn  the 
“  fame,  and  fome  other  preparations  of  the  fame  kind  ;  and  always  gave 
“  the  hiftory  of  the  difcovery,  to  avoid  taking  that  fhare  of  it  from  my 
brother  which  belonged  to  him.” 

Whether  this  was  a  fair  relation  of  faCts,  though  unpleafant  to  Dr. 
,  Alexander  Monro  jun.  or  whether  it  was  falfe,  and  confequently  moft 
impudent  and  weak,  becaufe  it  could  have  been  dilproved  by  an  hundred 
living  witnefles,  the  reader  will  determine,  when  he  confiders  the  fol- 

B  lowing 

*  Critical  Review  for  Nov.  1,757,  Art.  IX.  See  Appendix,  No.  III. 
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Of  the  Injections  of  the  Testis. 

lowing  teflimonies  *.  That  he  may  better  underhand  them,  I  beg  leave 
to  obferve,  that  I  have  always  given  two  courfes  of  lectures  every  winter, 
each  courfe  lading  about  three  months.  The  fird,  and  what  is  called  the 
Autumn  courfe,  is  fin  idled  before  New-years-day  ;  and  the  fecond, 
called  the  Spring  courfe,  begins  about  the  20th  of  January. 

\ 

Mr.  Galhie,  of  Spital-fquare,  furgeon,  the  gentleman  abovementioned, 
in  the  account  he  gives  me  under  his  hand,  fays  ; 

“  Having  made  no  memorandum  of  the  Teflis,  in  which  your  brother 
“  had  filled  the  internal  tubes  with  mercury,  I  cannot  be  pofitive  as  to 
“  the  precife  time  it  appeared  at  ledtures  ;  I  remember,  indeed,  that  the 
“  preparation  was  made  within  a  few  weeks  after  you  had  injedted  the 
“  fird  T’ejlis  ;  and,  as  it  was  diewn  to  the  pupils  the  fame  evening  it 
“  was  finidied,  it  mufi  without  doubt  have  been  publicly  demondrated 

fometime  in  the  Autumn  courfe,  1752. 

Spital-fquare, 

Nov.  24,  1758.  R.  Galhie/’ 

Mr.  Watfon,  of  Marlborough  dreet,  furgeon  and  reader  of  anatomy 
has  given  the  following  account  of  the  matter. 

“  In  the  beginning  of  the  Autumn  courfe  of  the  year  1752,  Dr. 
4i  Hunter  got  a  Teftis ,  filled  it,  and  fhewed  it  at  public  ledture.  In 
“  this  preparation,  the  whole  Epididymis,  and  the'  dudts  between  it 
“  and  the  body  of  the  ‘Teflis  were  all  didended  with  mercury ;  and,  al- 
lt  though  the  mercury  had  pafied  very  probably  into  the  body  of  the 
“  ‘Tejiis ,  yet  the  Dr.  did  not  care  to  run  any  hazard  of  fpoiling  fo  fine 
“  a  preparation  to  demondrate  this  circumdance.  I  cannot  charge  my 
“  memory  with  the  exadt  time  ;  but  I  very  well  recolledt,  that  it  was 
<c  but  a  few  days  after  when  I  faw  the  whole  Epididymis ,  the  commit  ni- 
4e  eating  Eubuli,  and  the  Eubuli  in  the  body  of  the  Tdeftis,  finely  filled 
“  with  mercury.  I  remember  perfedtly  well,  that  I  fird  faw  this  fecond 

tc  preparation 

*  Let  me  once  for  all  do  juftice  to  the  chara&er  of  every  gentleman,  who  has  done  me 
the  favour  of  giving  his  evidence  in  this  difpute,  by  declaring,  that  none  of  them  were 
officious  witneffes ;  and  that  none  of  them  meant  to  take  part  with  either  fide,  but  to  fay 
what  they  knew  to  be  truth,  when  application  was  made  to  them  for  that  purpofe. 

f  I  take  the  opportunity  with  pleafure  of  doing  this  gentleman  the  fame  juftice,  that  I 
'  did  him  at  my  le&ures  with  regard  to  his  obfervations  upon  the  Tejlis,  by  declaring  that  he 
firft  fhewed  me  the  duch  coming  out  from  the  Tejiis  to  form  the  Epididymis ,  in  a  preparation 
where  he  had  traced  them  by  diffedion  with  great  accuracy. 
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cv  preparation  in  the  Dr’s  ftudy,  one  evening  after  ledture.  Both  thefe 
“  preparations  were  produced  and  demonftrated  by  the  Dr.  in  the 
“  Autumn  courfe  of  the  year  1752  ;  the  one  within  a  few  days  of  the 
“  other.  In  this  relation  of  fadts,  I  have  ftridtly  adhered  to  truth  j  nor 
“  have  I  declared  more  than  I  was  an  eye-witnefs  to. 

Great-Marlbro*  Street* 

oa.  26,  1758.  Henry  Watson.”' 

;  Mr.  Davenport,  of  Norfolk-ftreet,  furgeon,  fays  *, 

<(  I  declare  that  I  attended  both  the  firft  and  fecond  courfe  of  ledtures* 
“  of  the  winter,  1752-3,  with  Dr.  Hunter,  and  remember  diftindtly* 
“  that  it  was  in  one  and  the  fame  courfe ,  that  Dr.  Hunter  firft  (hewed 
“  the  Epididymis,  and  the  internal  Eubuli  Tdeflis,  filled  with  quickfilver  % 
“To  the  beft  of  my  remembrance,  and  from  confulting  my  notes,  it 
**  was  in  the  courfe  of  Odtober,  November,  and  December,  1752. 

London, 

oa.  24, 1758.  R-  Davenport.” 

Mr.  Davies,  of  King-ftreet,  furgeon,  gives  me  the  following  at* 
teftation. 

“  I  attended  Dr.  Hunter’s  courfe  of  ledtures  of  Odtober,  November, 
“  and  December,  1752,  and  can  declare  with  the  ftridteft  truth,  that, 
“  in ,  that  very  courfe  he  (hewed  his  pupils  firft  the  Epididymis ,  and 
“  then  the  internal  fubftance  of  the  Thefts,  filled  with  quickfilver. 

King-Street,  Covent-Garden, 

oa.  26,  1758.  Garland  Davies.” 

Mr.  Pile,  of  Parliament-ftreet,  Weftminfter,  writes  as  follows  ; 

“  I  attended  Dr.  Hunter’s  courfe  of  ledtures  of  Odtober,  November, 
“  and  December,  1752,  and  remember  diftindtly,  that  in  that  time  he 
<(  (hewed  publicly  firft  the  Epididymis  filled  completely  with  quick- 

filver,  and  then  the  internal  Thubuli  of  the  TLefis  likewife  filled  with 
**  quickfilver. 

Parliament- ftreet,  )y 

Oa.  25,  1758.  Dom.  Pile. 

6  2  Mn 

#  This  is  as  much  to  our  purpofe,  as  if  he  had  remembered  the  very  month  and  day,  be- 
caufe  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter  (admitted  by  Dr.  Monro)  proves  that  the  £r(t  preparation  waa- 
fhewn  in  the  Autumn  courfe,  1752. 
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Mr.  Nicolay,  of  Green-ftreet,  Leicefter  fquare,  furgeon,  gives  me  the 
following  teftimony. 

“  I  attended  Dr.  Hunter’s  Autumn  courfe  of  lectures  of  OXober, 
“  November,  and  December,  1752,  and  feveral  other  courfes  afterwards, 
“  and  do  declare,  that  I  was  prefent  when  he  firft  fliewed  the  Epididy - 
“  jnis  filled  with  quickfilver,  and  likewife  when  he,  fome  days  afterwards,, 
“  fliewed  the  internal  Eubuli  filled  in  the  fame  manner.  Both  were 
“  exhibited  in  one  and  the  fame  courfe  *. 

“  So  far  as  relates  to  what  was  done  in  public,  I  do  attefl  the  truth 
**  of  what  he  has  faid  upon  this  fubjeX,  in  the  ninth  article  of  the 

Critical  Review  for  November,  1757* 

Green-ftreet, 

Nov.  24,  1758.  Chris.  Nicolay.” 

It  is  time  to  conclude  this  chapter.  The  candid  reader  is  left  to  make 
his  own  reflexions  upon  it ;  he  will  fee  that  it  is  a  full  anfwer  to  all 
the  reafoning  in  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet,  relative  to  this  part  of  the 
difpute  ;  and  the  DoXor  will  obferve  that  I  have  been  difpofed  to  oblige 
him.  He  defired  me  *j-,  to  produce  the  tefiimony  of fome  few  of  the  number 
who  faw  the  preparation  in  quejiion ,  in  my  Autumn  courfe ,  for  the  year 
1752.  . 


CHAP.  II. 


Of  the  Origin  and  Ufe  of  the  Lymphatic  VefTels.. 


T  H  E  bufinefs  of  this  chapter  is  indeed  a  little  more  complex  than 
that  of  the  preceding  ;  yet  a  reader  who  is  converfant  with  anato¬ 
mical  and  phyfiological  fubjeXs  will  find  the  demonftration  as  clear,  and 
the  teflimonies  as  flrong. 

The  authors  of  the  Critical  Review,  in  their  account  of  Dr.  Alexander 
Monro’s  book  upon  the  Lymphatics  J,  did  me  the  honour  of  writing 
the  following  paragraph,  which  the  reader  will  find  neceffary  to  be  pre- 
mifed  for  underfianding  this  part  of  die  difpute. 

“  Dr. 

*  This  likewife  is  the  fame  thing  as  faying  that  it  was  in  the  Autumn  courfe,  1752.. 

f  In  the  fixteenth  page. 

J  Critical  Review  for  Sept.  1757,  Art.  VIII.  See  Appendix,  No.  I. 
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tc  Dr.  Monro  fays,  the  difcovery  he  has  made  with  refpedt  to  the 
*  lymphatics,  was  owing  to  experiments  afcertained  four  years  ago. 

4  Now,  Dr.  Hunter  has  read  public  ledtures  in  anatomy  eleven  years, 

4  and,  in  every  courfe,  made  the  following  obfervations  on  the  lymphatic 
4  veins  :  That  whereas  the  mod  generally  received  opinion  was,  that 
4  they  were  a  continuation  of  lymphatic  arteries  ;  he,  on  the  contrary, 

4  believed  them  to  be  the  JyJiem  of  abforbing  vejj'els ,  and  that  they  began 
4  from  all  the  internal  and  external  Surfaces  of  the  body.  This  belief 
4  he  founded  on  thefe  reafons  :  Every  body  allows,  .that  all  the  furfaces 
4  of  the  body  are  bibulous,  or  provided  with  abforbent  veffels,  by 
4  which,  mercury  applied  to  the  Hein,  collections  of  water  in  the  bread, 

4  belly,  or  in  the  cellular  membrane,  &c.  are  occasionally  taken  up,. 

4  conveyed  into  the  circulation,  and  drained  off  again  by  Secretion. 

4  That  the  lymphatic  veins  perform  this  office,  feems  probable,  from 
4  the  following  remarks  :  I  cannot  injedt  them,  as  other  veins,  by  filling 
4  the  arterial  fydem ;  fo  that,  in  all  probability,  they  are  not  continua- 
4  tions  of  the  arteries.  I  have  Sometimes  obferved  in  injecting,  that 
4  they  were  immediately  filled  with  wax,  when  the  arteries  burd,  and 
4  the  wax  was  effufed  into  the  cellular  membrane.  This  looks,  as  if 
4  they  took  their  rife  from  thofe  cells,  like  the  veins  in  the  Spungy  part 
4  of  the  Penis.  If  they  were  continuations  of  arteries,  why  Should 
4  they  be  fo  plentifully  provided  with  valves,  which  are  not  found  in 
4  the  other  veins  of  the  Vifcera  ?  But  the  mod  driking  argument,  is  tile 
4  analogy  between  the  lymphatics  and  ladteals  :  thefe  two  fydems  are,  - 
4  to  all  appearance,  the  fame  in  their  coats,  in  their  valves,  in  their 
4  manner  of  ramifying,  in  their  paffage  through  the  lymphatic  or  con- 
4  globate  glands,  and  in  their  termination,  viz.  in  the  route  of  the 
4  chyle.  As  they  are  perfectly  dmilar,  in  every  other  refpedt,  we  mud 
4  fuppofe  them  to  be  fo  in  their  origin  and  ufe.  The  ladteals  are  known 
4  to  begin  from  the  Surface  of  the  intedines,  and  to  be  the  abforbents 
4  of  thofe  parts.  There  is  no  difference  but  the  name.  The  fame 

4  veffels  are  called  lafteals  in  the  intedines,  and  lymphatics  in  the  other 

4  parts  of  the  body.  This  dodtrine  explains  the  ufe  of  valves  in  the 
4  lymphatics.  In  other  veins,  whether  large  or  Small,  the  fluid  is  fup— 

4  pofed  to  move  onwards  by  an  impetus  received  in.  the  arterial  fyflem 

4  but  the  cafe  is  not  the  fame  in  veffels  that  fuck  up  a  fluid  from  a. 

4  Surface.  Thefe  require  valves,  that  every  lateral  preffure  upon  thenr 
4  may  have  the  effedt  of  an  impulfe  at  the  beginning  of  the  canal,  in 
4  driving  the  fluid  onward  towards  their  termination.  This  dodtrine 

44  Qf 
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c<  of  the  lymphatics  is  farther  confirmed  by  the  abforption  and  progrefs 
xi  of  the  venereal  poifon.  The  ladteals  were  difcovered,  traced,  and 
“  their  ufe  afcertained  from  the  circumftance  of  a  manifefl  and  parti- 
“  cular  colour  in  their  contents,  upon  fome  occafions  at  leaft.  We  have 
tf  not  the  fame  advantage,  with  refpedt  to  the  lymphatics ;  but,  in  them, 
c‘  what  we  cannot  trace  with  the  eye,  we  find  out  by  the  effects  of  this 
Xt  poifon.  We  know  from  obfervation,  that  this  virus  may  be  taken  in 
“  at  any  particular  part  of  the  body,  and  thence  diffufe  itfelf  over  the 
“  whole  conflitution.  We  muft  fuppofe  it  abforbed  by  the  fame 
“  veflels  that  abforb  its  antidote  mercury,  or  any  thing  elfe,  that  is 
“  carried  into  the  mafs  of  blood  by  abforption.  Thefe  things  being 
“  of  a  more  inoffenfive  nature,  pafs  unobferved  :  but  this  poifon,  from 
its  irritating  and  deflrudtive  quality,  is  apt  to  raife  diflurbance  in  its 
t{  pafl'age,  before  it  reaches  far  enough  to  mix  with  the  blood.  Hence 
tf  the  lymphatic  glands,  through  which  every  abforbed  liquor  mull 
pafs,  are  fo  often  the  parts  firfi:  affedled  by  the  venereal  taint,  when 
it  is  fpreading  its  contagion  through  the  conilitution.  This  is  the 
“  theory  of  - the  venereal  bubo.  If  the  infection  be  received  in  the  moil 
“  common  way,  the  bubo  happens  in  the  groin,  becaufe  the  lymphatics 
of  the  genitals  pafs  through  the  inguinal  glands  ;  but,  if  the  in- 
fedlion  be  received  at  the  hand,  (a  cafe  that  fometimes  occurs)  the 
*f  bubo ,  for  the  like  reafon,  is  formed  in  the  arm-pit  :  when  the  difeafe  is 
«  communicated  by  the  lips,  the  glands  of  the  neck  inflame  and  tumify. 

44  This  is  the  very  eflence  of  Dr.  Monro’s  treatife ;  and  thefe  obfer- 
“  vations  have  been  publicly  made  by  Dr.  Hunter  to  his  pupils,  for  the 
ipace  of  eleven  years,  &c.” 

This  piece  of  criticifm  occafioned  an  anonymous  letter  being  fent  to 
the  authors  of  the  Critical  Review*,  which  Profefifor  Monro  jun.  tells 
us  was  written  by  his  father  -f*  :  upon  which  I  was  defired  by  thofe 
gentlemen  to  furnifh  them  with  a  concife  account  of  the  fadts  relating 
to  the  controverted  point.  I  drew  up  fuch  an  account,  and  they  publifli- 
ed  it  with  the  abovementioned  anonymous  letter,  in  the  Critical  Re¬ 
view  for  November  1757  It  was  as  follows,  w  Ever  fince  I  firfi:  read 
“  anatomical  ledtures,  in  1746,  among  other  things  a  little  out  of 
“  the  common  way  of  thinking,  I  have  advanced  the  dodtrine  of  the 
“  lymphatics  being  the  fyftem  of  abforbing  veflels,  and  have  fupported 

“  my 

*  See  Appendix,  No.  II. 

f  See  his  note  at  the  bottom  of  the  fecond  page. 

%  See  Appendix,  No,  HI, 
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“  my  opinion  by  fuch  arguments  and  experiments  as  are  mentioned  in 
“  your  Review  of  laft  September.  This  appears  by  the  MS  fyllabus 
“  of  my  lectures,  which  I  have  ufed  in  public  from  the  beginning  ; 
“  by  many  MSS  of  my  lectures  in  the  hands  of  thofe  who  have  ftudied 
“  with  me  ;  and  by  the  general  teftimony  of  thofe  who  have  done  me 
“  that  honour.  I  have  many  vouchers  in  my  poffeffion  from  gentlemen 
“  who  have  attended  my  ledtures,  and  I  appeal  particularly  to  the 
“  following  gentlemen,  who  are  all  profelfors  or  readers  of  anatomy 
“  now  living^  Dr.  Collignon,  profeffor  of  anatomy  at  Cambridge  ; 
“  Dr.  Smith,  reader  of  anatomy  at  Oxford ;  Mr.  Hamilton,  profeffor 
€t  of  anatomy  at  Glafgow ;  Mr.  Cleghorne,  reader  of  anatomy  at  Dub- 
“  lin  Mr.  Watfon,  reader  of  anatomy  in  London  ;  Mr.  Galhie  of 
“  London,  and  demonftrator  or  diffedtor  for  the  profeffor  of  Cambridge. 
“  So  that  the  fadt  of  my  having  taught  this  dodtrine,  and  fupported  it 
“  by  fuch  arguments,  for  a  number  of  years  at  my  public  ledtures,, 
(t  cannot,  I  think  admit  of  a  difpute.” 

So  I  thought,  and  fo  I  fuppofe  every  reader,  but  the  two  Edinburgh 
profelfors,  will  think.  Now  to  remove  all  poffibility  of  doubt  upon 
this  fubjedt,  I  fhall  fubjoin  fome  paffages  of  letters  fent  to  me  upon  this 
occalion,  and  for  the  moff  part  taken  literally  from  MS  notes,  written  by 
gentlemen  for  their  own  ufe,  while  they  attended  my  ledtures.  I  would, 
not  waffe  the  reader’s  time,  by  printing  their  letters  at  full  length,  but 
fhall  extradt  juft  fo  much,  as  to  fhew  that  every  argument,  which  I 
alluded  to  in  the  preceding  hiftory,  was  not  only  delivered  by  me  at 
public  ledtures,  but  is  now  to  be  found  in  manufcripts  written  from  my 
lectures,  before  Dr.  Alexander  Motiro  pretends  to  have  taken  up  the 
thought ,  or  tnade  the  difcovery  :  for  it  was  not  till  (or  after)  the  fummer, 
1753  *,  that  he  received  “  the  firft  hint,  that  the  lymphatics  were  not 
“  continued  from  the  arteries  ;  but  that  they  came  from  the  cellular 
te  membranes,  and  confequently  were  abforbents  •f  .” 

Ik 

*  See  page  22,  23,  and  24,  of  his  pamphlet. 

-j-  Shall  we  call  the  year  1753,  fortunate  ox  unfortunate  for  Alexander  Monro,  jun.  Pro- 
fefi'or  ?  Surely  it  was  a  remarkable  year.  He  was  then  a 'Jludent  of  anatomy,  and  in  that  one 
year  made  three  difcoveries ;  viz.  he  filled  the  Titbuli  Tcjlis  with  quickfilver,  found  out  that  the 
lymphatics  were  abforbents,  and  fa w  the  orifices,  and  introduced  bridles  into  the  duifts  of  the 
lachrymal  gland  in  the  human  body.  If  he  goes  on  at  the  fame  rate,  he  will  become  a  pro¬ 
digy.  But  it  was  rather  unfortunate ,  that  Dr.  Hunter  (hould  have  done,  and  publicly  taught, 
the  very  fame  three  things  before  that  time  ;  and  that  hefhould  be  able  to  prove  that  a  MS  of 
his  ledtures  was  at  that  time  in  the  hands,  of  fludents  at  Edinburgh ,  in  which  there  was  fome- 
thing  more  than  a  hint  about  the  lymphatics,  as  we  fhall  lee  hereafter. 
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In  judice  to  the  gentlemen,  who  have  favoured  me  with  the  following 
extracts,  I  muft  beg  the  reader  to  remember  that  they  were  not  written 
for  the  prefs,  but  as  memorandums  for  private  ufe  :  therefore  the  mod: 
ample  allowance  is  to  be  made  for  the  drefs  in  which  they  appear.  One 
of  thefe  gentlemen,  after  tranfcribing  what  he  finds  in  his  notes,  fays, 
44  I  hope  you  will  excufe  any  inaccuracy  in  thefe  notes,  as  you  well 
44  know  how  difficult  it  is  for  young  anatomids  to  carry  off  the  particu- 
44  lars  of  any  leCture,  in  which  both  their  ears  and  their  eyes  are  em- 
44  ployed.”  Another  fays,  44  This  is  all  I  can  find  in  my  journal,  re- 
44  lative  to  the  topics  mentioned  in  your  letter ;  it  is  very  poffible,  I 
44  may  have  mifapprehended  you  in  fome  points,  and  omitted  material 
44  arguments  to  prove  others,  as  I  was  abfent  fome  days,  and  my  notes 
44  were  all  taken  from  memory  after  lecture,  and  thrown  together  in  a 
44  hafiy  carelefs  manner.”  In  the  lad  place  it  mud  be  fuppofed,  that 
my  lecture  was  not  always  precifely  the  fame.  The  longer  I  confidered 
the  fubjeCt,  I  fpoke  with  more  firmnefs,  and  collected  more  proofs  of 
the  doCtrine ;  and  as  I  always  fpoke  principally  from  memory,  we  may 
imagine  the  arguments,  brought  at  different  times  to  fupport  it,  were 
not  always  the  fame,  nor  ranged  in  the  fame  order. 

Mr.  Symons  of  Exeter,  furgeon,  attended  my  fird  courfe  of  leCtures, 
in  1746,  and  the  three  following  courfes,  and  likewife  affided  me  in 
diffections.  He  writes  to  me  from  Exeter,  June  13,  1759,  thus:  44  I 
44  diall  endeavour  from  recollection,  and  the  abidance  of  notes  taken  at 
44  your  leCtures,  to  fet  forth  the  doCtrine  you  taught,  concerning  the 

4 4  lymphatics,  the  two  fird  years  you  read. - and  then  told  us  you 

44  thought  the  lymphatics  were  abforbent  vefiels,  and  that  valves  are 

44  neceffary  where  there  is  no  propelling  force. - When  fpeaking  of  the 

44  Tejlis,  you  told  us  if  we  made  a  hole,  through  the  ‘Tunica  Albuginea , 
44  broke  or  bruifed  the  Tubuli ,  we  might  didend  the  lymphatics  by 
44  blowing  into  its  fubdance  *.  You  allured  us  that  the  Receptaculum 

44  Cbyli 

*  This  experiment  I  learned  from  Dr.  Nicholls,  when  I  attended  his  le&ures,  and  I  have 
Hill  a  preparation  of  a  horfe's  Tcjiis  begun  by  him  and  finifhed  under  his  direction,  in  which 
a  vaft  number  of  lymphatics  are  filled  by  this  me^ntf.J#Mr.  Weftbrook,  of  Dartmouth-ftreet, 
very  well  remembers  the  preparation.  He  was  prefent  and  affifted  when  it  was  made  ;  fo 
was  Mr.  Young,  furgeon,  of  Soho-fquare.  I  afterwards  filled  the  lymphatics  in  a  calf’s  fpleen 
by  extravafation.  Thefe  things  firft  made  me  think  they  were  as  to  origin  and  ufe  like 
the  ladteals,  which  they  refemble  fo  much  in  other  circumftances  :  and  this  opinion  was 
every  day  more  and  more  confirmed  by  innumerable  anatomical  experiments  and  obfer- 
vations,  in  which  I  was  then  wholly  employed.  The  abforption  and  progrefs  of  poifon  as  a 

proof 
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(<  Chyli  might  be  filled,  before  the  feparation  of  the  Ttjiis  from  the 
“  body  by  the  above  method.” 

Dr.  Collignon,  profeffor  of  anatomy  at  Cambridge,  attended  my 
lectures  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1 747,  but  not  till  the  courfe  had 
been  fome  time  begun.  In  his  letter  to  me  from  Cambridge,  Nov.  13. 
1757,  in  anfwer  to  a  paragraph  in  my  letter  to  him  about  this  dis¬ 
puted  dodtrine,  he  fays ;  “  I  always  imagined,  that  the  do&rine  of  the 
“  lymphatics,  as  defcribed  by  you  in  the  third  paragraph,  and  which  I 
“  held  as  orthodox,  was  delivered  by  you  at  your  lectures ;  but  the  length 
44  of  time  elapfed  fince  I  had  the  pleafure  of  attending  them,  my  having 
44  omitted  to  take  any  notes,  and  the  frequent  intercourfe  which  I  have  had 
44  with  many  of  your  pupils  for  fome  years,  make  it  impoffible  for  me 
44  to  recoiled:  with  certainty,  whether  I  firff  had  it  from  your  own 
44  mouth,  or  collected  it  from  fucceeding  pupils.” 

Mr.  Hamilton,  profeffor  of  anatomy  at  Glafgow,  who  attended  my 
lectures  in  1748,  and  again  in  1749,  in  a  letter  tome,  dated  Glafgow, 
Nov.  21.  1757,  fays  ;  44  From  what  I  heard  in  your  lediures,  and  from 
44  fome  converfations  with  your  brother,  I  learned  the  method  of  de- 
44  monftrating  the  lymphatics  by  blowing  into  the  excretory  dudts  of 
44  the  glands  and  fubffance  of  the  'Tejlis .  I  have  by  me  a  preparation, 
44  which  I  had  from  your  brother,  where,  from  an  extravafation,  a 
44  number  of  veffels  are  filled,  which  appear  to  be  lymphatics,  and 
44  which  I  keep  to  demonffrate  them.  Your  demonffration  of  their 
44  fimilarity  to  the  ladieals,  I  have  adopted  fince  I  read  here ;  though 
44  always  with  the  candour  of  owning  you  as  the  author  of  that,  and 
44  a  number  of  other  things.” 

Mr.  Watfon,  reader  of  anatomy,  and  furgeon  to  the  Middlefex 
hofpital,  has  favoured  me  with  a  long  letter  on  this  fubjedt,  dated 

C  44  Aug. 

proof  of  this  do&rine  firft  came  into  my  mind  upon  reading  what  Mr.  Freke  fays  upon 
the  caufe  and  cure  of  the  venereal  bubo ,  fometime  after  the  publication  of  his  Art  of  heal¬ 
ing  in  1748.  I  made  enquiry  among  furgeons  that  were  much  employed  in  venereal 
cafes,  and  in  inoculation  ;  and  all  their  obfervations  confirmed  my  hypothefis.  From 'that 
time,  I  ufed  the  argument  drawn  from  the  abforption  of  poifons.  In  the  fpring,  1753,  I 
attended  a  cafe  with  Dr.  Pitcairn,  which  confirmed  this  dodhir.e,  as  I  obferved  to  him  at 
the  time  :  And  much  about  the  fame  time,  Dr.  Macaulay  had  a  very  painful  inflammation 
in  his  hand,  from  fcratching  his  finger  in  opening  a  morbid  dead  body  ;  a  red  and  painful 
line  ran  up  from  his  finger  towards  the  armpit,  and  there  terminated  in  a  painful  fwel- 
ling  :  he  afked  me,  what  I  thought  it  was,  if  a  nerve,  or  what  ?  My  brother  and  I,  upon 
feeing  it,  gave  our  opinion,  that  it  was  a  lymphatic  vefiel  inflamed  by  the  poifon  which 
it  had  .taken  in.  The  Do&or  remembers  this  circumftance  particularly  well. 
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Aug.  2  j.  1760,  of  which  I  fhall  give  fuch  parts  only  as  are  diredtly 
to  the  points  in  queftion. 

“ - I  keep  to  no  particular  dates,  as  not  being  material  ;  fince 

“  from  my  firfi:  attending  your  anatomical  lectures  in  the  year  1748,  to 
“  within  a  year  or  two  I  believe  of  Dr.  Monro  jun.  his  attending  them,. 
“  I  have  heard  you  deliver  yourfelf,  over  and  over  again,  fometimes 
“  in  a  fhorter  way,  and  fometimes  much  more  fully  on  the  fame  fub- 

“  jedt. - You  fpoke  indeed  at  firft  with  all  that  modefty  a  man  would 

“  do,  who  thought  he  had  reafon  to  difagree  with  the  common  received 
“  opinion,  and  you  grew  more  pofitive  only  as  you  had  flronger 
“  convidtion. 

“ - You  could  not  fay  what  was  their  (Lymphatics)  precife  be- 

t(  ginning. — You  believed  they  were  not  continuations  from  arteries, 
“  but  a  particular  fyftem  of  vefjels  by  then) elves  y  the  true  ahf or  bents.  In 
“  fome  fucceeding  courfes,  you  declared  you  was  fully  convinced  of 
“  this,  becaufe  you  had  never  been  able  to  injedt  them.  If  continuations 
“  of  the  arteries,  why  not  injedt  them,  fince  we  do  inject  the  lymphatic 
*(  arteries  ? — You  never  could  fill  them  by  injecting  the  artery,  till  you 
“  had  made  an  extravafation  in  the  cellular  membrane.  You  thought 
“  them  the  abj orbing  vefjels,  becaufe  they  have  valves,  as  the  lac- 
“  teals  have,  which  are  known  to  be  abforbing  vefjels. — Why  fliould 
“  they  ( Lymphatics )  have  valves  in  the  Vifcera ,  when  the  veins  have 
“  none  ?  Which  you  anlwered  by  obferving  that  ladteals  have  no  im~ 
petus  from  the  arteries,  as  the  veins  have ;  therefore  they  are  fur- 
niflied  with  valves,  and  for  the  fame  reafon  thefe  lymphatics  have 

“  valves. - You  particularly  defired  us  to  attend  to  what  happens  with 

“  regard  to  the  progrefs  of  the  venereal  poifon. — It  was  readily  ab- 
“  forbed  by  the  Penis ,  and  conveyed  to  the  firfi:  neighbouring 
“  lymphatic  gland  :  thus  from  the  Penis  to  the  Inguen :  but  if  re- 
<c  ceived  by  the  finger,  it  would  then  be  as  readily  conveyed  to  the 
<<r  axillary  glands  ;  thefe  being  the  two  places,  where  the  Bubo  is 
“  commonly  formed. 

“  You  told  us — You  had  traced  the  lymphatics  from  the  Lejlis 

11  of  a  dog  into  the  thoracic  audt  *. — You  informed  us,  the  lymphatics 

“  might 

*  The  reader  will  better  underftand  the  reafon  of  this  obfervation,  when  I  have  told 
kitn  that,  in  fliewing  the  lymphatics  diftended  with  air  in  the  horfe’s  Tejils ,  I  ufed  to  fay 
that  in  the  preparation  indeed  it  might  be  doubted,  whether  they  were  lymphatics  or 
veins- 5  but  that  I  was  certain  they  were  lymphatics,  becaule  1  had  inflated  them  by  the  fame 

method 
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might  be  demonflrated  either  by  blowing  into  the  artery,  or  b}r 
te  making  a  ligature  on  the  emulgent  vein  in  a  living  dog ;  for  in  each 
t(  way  they  will  be  diftended  :  but  you  obferved  at  the  fame  time, 
f(  that  thefe  experiments  were  no  proofs  of  their  being  continued  from 
“  arteries,  as  the  cafe  might  be  the  fame  as  in  injecting. — You  pro^ 
“  duced  before  us,  a  preparation  of  the  T^ejiis  from  a  horfe,  in  which  the 
“  artery  was  injected  red,  and  the  lymphatics  dried  hollow,  diftended 
“  with  air,  which  you  told  us  had  been  thrown  into  them  by  inflating 
“  the  cellular  membrane. — I  think  I  could  recolledt  fome  few  more 
“  particulars  upon  this  fubjedt  ;  but  I  fhall  give  nothing  from  memory, 
“  not  caring  to  trull  to  it,  at  this  diflance  of  time.  What  I  have  here 
“  faid  is  a  mere  relation  of  fadts,  extradled  from  the  notes  I  have  taken 
“  at  your  ledtures.” 

Dr.  D’Urban,  in  his  letter  to  me  from  Richmond,  Nov.  12,  1 757, 
fays,  “  I  have  been  looking  into  the  notes  1  made  from  your  ledtures, 
(<  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1749,  and — fhall  tranfcribe  the  para^ 
“  graph  juft  as  it  flands. 

“  Lymphatics]  A  preparation  of  the  lymphatics  of  a  horfe’s  T'ejizs  % 
“  — I  do  not  believe  them  continuations  of  the  feriferous  arteries,  but 
X(  abforbent  veffels  placed  in  every  interface  of  the  body,  which  take  up 
**  any  fluid,  thrown  into  the  Abdomen  or  any  other  cavity  ;  as  is  feen 
“  from  daily  experience.  I  have  injedted  the  fpleen,  which  is  full  of 
(i  lymphatics,  with  the  mof  fubtile  injedtions,  filled  every  branch  of 
(t  the  artery  or  vein,  when  after  tying  the  vein,  and  forcing  the  in- 
(C  jedtion  till  the  vefiel  burf,  immediately  on  the  extravafation  the 
“  lymphatics  became  filled.  This  I  have  tried  more  than  once,  with 
“  the  fame  fuccefs.  Hence  I  conclude  they  are  not  a  continuation  of, 

nor  have  any  communication  with  the  arteries 

C  2  Dn 

'method  in  a  dog,  when  the  Teftis  was  not  feparated  from  the  body,  and  traced  them  all  the 
way  up  to  the  thoracic  du£t. 

*  The  preparation  above-mentioned,  where  the  lymphatics  are  filled  by  blowing  into  the 
fubftanceof  the  Tejits ,  and  which  1  have  generally  produced  at  my  lectures  both  as  a  fpecimen 
of  thofe  veflels,  and  as  a  proof  of  the  dodtrine.  The  reader  is  defired  here  to  obferve,  that 
I  had  then  a  preparation,  and  fhewed  it,  of  the  lymphatics  of  the  TcJUs  filled  in  this  man¬ 
ner  ;  and  Profeflor  Hamilton  had  from  my  brother  a  preparation  of  the  lymphatics  filled 
by  extravafation.  But,  notwithftanding  all  this,  Profeflor  Monro  has  the  modefty  to  aflert, 
(pag.  43.)  that  “  Dr.  Hunter  never  had  made  any  fuch  experiments  or  preparations,  nor 
“  even  imagined  the  thing  poflible.” 

f  This  gentleman  (Dr.  D’Urban)  fludied  at  Edinburgh,  in  the  winter  1^52-3,  .  after 

having  attended  my  ledtures,  was  acquainted  with  Alexander  Monro  jun.  then  a  fludent, 

and 


12 


Of  the  Origin  and  life  of  the  Lymphatic  Veffels. 

Dr.  Smith,  reader  of  anatomy  at  Oxford,  gives  me  the  following 
extract  from  notes  taken  at  my  Autumn  courfe  of  lectures,  1750,  “  If 
“  you  blow  or  throw  water  into  an  artery  or  vein  in  the  liver  or  fpleen, 
“  & c.  you  can  raiie  the  lymphatic  veins  :  hence  alfo  they  were  thought 
“  to  be  continuations  of  the  lymphatic  arteries ;  but  I  doubt  it,  for  on 
“  injecting  the  fpleen,  I  could  not  throw  the  inje&ion  into  the  lym- 

“  phatics 

and  received  particular  civilities  (as  he  exprefles  himfelf  in  his  letter  to  me)  from  Profeflor 
Monro  fenior.  The  reader  might  now  admire  the  clofenefs  and  neatnefs  of  Dr.  Monro’s 
reafoning,  in  his  35th  page,  Sec.  He  there  44  evidently  proves”  that  what  I  faid  fo  ftrong- 
ly  in  Dr.  D’Urban’s  prefence,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1749  was  44  gleaned  from  his 
Inaugural  Diflertation”  in  the  year  1755.  The  Profeflor  writes  thus,  page  35,  44  But  I 
44  fhall  evidently  prove,  that  before  that  time,  (viz-  January,  1756)  he  never  made  the  moft 
44  material  remarks,  and  the  only  ones  which  lay  the  ground-work  for  a  juft  and  allowable 
“  conclufion  ;  but  that  he  gleaned  them  from  my  inaugural  differtation ,  which  I  prefented 
44  to  him  on  my  coming  to  London. — Such  are  the  two  firft  experiments,  with  which  he 
44  fets  out,  by  means  of  which  only,  what  had  palled  for  pofitive  and  direct  proofs  of 
44  lymphatic  arteries,  can  be  refuted. 

44  That  the  lymphatic  veins  perform  this  office  (viz.  of  abforption,)  feems  probable ,  fays  Dr. 
44  Hunter,  from  the  following  remarks. 

I .  I  cannot  injedi  them  as  other  veins ,  by  filling  the  arterial  fyflem ;  fo  that ,  in  all  probability , 
“  they  are  not  continuations  of  the  arteries. 

44  2.  I  have  fometbnes  obferved  in  injecting,  that  they  were  immediately  filled  with  wax  when  the 
44  arteries  burfl ,  and  the  wax  was  ejfufed  into  the  cellular  membrane.  ’This  looks  as  if  they  took 
“  their  rife  from  thefe  cells ,  like  the  veins  in  the  fpungy  part  of  the  Penis." 

Let  the  reader,  for  the  fake  of  amufement,  compare  thefe  two  arguments  with  Dr.  D’Ur¬ 
ban’s  and  the  other  teftimonies,  and  then  read  Dr.  Monro’s  book  from  page  36  to  page  43, 
and  he  will  fee  by  this  fpecimen,  what  fort  of  a  profeflor  we  have  to  deal  with. 
44  Thefe  experiments  therefore  being  fully  explained  and  infilled  upon  in  my  Inaugural 
44  Differtation ,  (viz.  in  j  755* )  which  the  Dodor  had  perufed,  it  is  poflible  he  might  have 
44  firft  learnt  them  from  it,’’  (very  poflible  indeed  to  have  extraded  the  knowledge  of  1749 
from  that  of  1755.)  “  That  he  did  coiled:  them  in  this  way  only,  and  never  had  made 

44  or  imagined  any  fuch  experiments  before,  the  fequel  does  not  allow  us  to  doubt.  In  the 
44  firft  place,  the  Dodor’s  dry  manner  of  relating  them,  See.”  After  a  chain  of  fenfible  and 
correct  reafoning,  he  concludes  thus,  (page  45.)  “It  is  therefore  moft  evident,  that  Dr. 
“  Hunter  never  had  made  any  fuch  experiments  or  preparations,  nor  even  imagined  the 
<f  thing  poflible  :  and  confequently  he  firft  learned  from  my  inaugural  diflertation,  and 
«<  from  the  one  I  publiftied  (afterwards)  at  Berlin,  that  the  common  experiments  offered 
“  as  dired  proofs  of  lymphatic  arteries  could  be  refuted  by  experiments.  Hence  he  is,  in 
“  this  refped,  not  only  guilty  of  a  felf-conviding  plagiarifm  from  me ;  but,  by  attempting 
“  to  turn  my  own  experiments  and  words  againft  myfelf,  as  ftolen  from  him,  has  added 
44  an  abufe  to  injury.” 

Give  us  leave  to  add,  that  by  the  fame  reafoning  it  is  mofi  evident ,  that  our  profeflor 
is  not  only  a  clofe  and  clear  reafoner,  and  a  fair  and  candid  enquirer  after  truth,  but  an 
elegant  and  delicate  writer. 
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u  phatics  till  the  artery  was  ruptured,  and  then  it  got  into  the  lympha- 
e<  tic  velfels.  Befides,  why  fmall  valves  in  the  lymphatics,  if  veins,  when 
“  other  veins  of  the  abdomen  have  none  ?  They  feem  to  be  abforbents 
“  of  a  fine  fluid,  to  be  conveyed  into  the  receptacle  of  the  chyle,  for  di- 
“  lution,  6tc.  We  find  the  ladteals,  which  are  allowed  to  be  abforbents, 
“  have  valves ;  and  the  reafon  is,  that  on  the  leaf:  motion,  the  progrefiive 
“  circulation  may  be  accelerated.  The  lymphatics  therefore  feem  to 
“  begin  from  cells  and  furfaces.”  His  notes  upon  the  lymphatics  of  the 
‘ Tejiis ,  run  thus,  “  Dr.  Nicholls  cut  through  the  albuginea  into  the 
“  fubfiance  of  the  tefiicle,  and  blowed  with  a  blow-pipe :  He  raifed 
“  the  lymphatics  along  the  tefiicle,  and  running  up  the  fpermatic  rope ; 
“  and  as  a  proof  that  they  are  not  veins,  I  haroe  traced  them  in  a  dog 

“  up  to  the  receptacle  of  the  chyle.” - He  adds,  “  That  I  was  quite  fatis-- 

“  fied  with  your  account  about  the  nature  and  ufe  of  the  lymphatics, 
“  and  therefore  taught  it  ever  fince  I  began  reading  here,  is  not  to  be 
“  made  a  queftion.  The  firfi  courfe  of  anatomy  that  I  read  for  myfelf, 
“  began  November  21,  1753*” 

Mr.  Davenport  of  Norfolk-fireet,  attended  my  courfe  of  October 
175.1,  and  feveral  fucceeding  courfes.  He  gives  me  the  following  literal 
tranfcript  of  notes,  which  he  took  down  in  that  firfi  courfe. 

“  Some  afiert,  that  thefe  lymphatic  veffels  alfo  originally  take  rife  from 
“  the  extremities  of  arteries  ;  which,  they  tell  you,  may  be  proved  in  the 
“  dead  fubjedt  by  tying  the  vein,  and  then  inflating  the  artery,  as  they  enter 
“  the  fpleen  or  kidney,  for  infiance ;  or  in  the  living,  by  making  your  lr- 
“  gature  ;  either  of  which  methods,  fay  they,  will  make  thefe  veffels 
“  very  confpicuous.  But,  both  thefe  experiments  are  fallacious,  and 
prove  nothing ;  for  this  appearance  never  comes  out  in  either,  till  the 
“  air  or  fluids  have  made  themfelves  a'paffage,  by  defiroying  other  ten- 

“  der  parts  that  naturally  oppofed  them  *. - The  tefiicles  have  alfo 

“  lymphatics, 

*  ProfefTor  Monro  (pag.  20,21.)  by  way  of  introduction  to  his  fubjeCf,  tells  us  the  arguments 
by  which  former  anatomifts  were  perfuaded  that  lymphatics  were  continuations  of  arteries 
(particularly  air,  water,  and  quickfilver,  palling  readily  from  the  arteries  into  them)  and 
then  adds,  “  Without  therefore  accounting  in  fome  other  way  for  thefe  experiments,  and 
refuting  the  arguments  drawn  from  them,  to  propofe  a  contrary  opinion  as  a  remarkable 
“  difeovery,  is  certainly  betraying  a  very  weak  and  precipitate  manner  of  hurrying  to  con- 
“  clufions,  contradicted  by  premifes.”  Dr.  Hunter,  as  we  fee  by  this  evidence,  accounted 
for  thefe  experiments  in  another  way,  viz.  by  extravafation.  Dr.  Monro  did  the  fame  feveral 
years  afterwards.  I  will  trufl  the  reader  for  feeing  the  force  of  this  ;  and  now  beg  of  him  to  read 
Dr.  Monro  from  p.  50  to  the  end  of  that  chapter :  but  left  he  fhould  not  be  able  to  give  himfelf 
that  entertainment  readily,  frotp  not  having  Dr.  Monro  spamphlct  immediately  at  hand,  I  will 

do 
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44  lymphatics,  though  too  fmall  to  be  demonflrated  otherwife  than  by 
“  Dr.  Nicholls’  experiment  of  inflating  them  with  air,  conveyed  by  a 
44  blow-pipe.” 

He  tells  me  the  following  was  an  additional  note,  taken  at  a  fubfe- 
quent  ledure,  to  the  befl  of  his  recollection  and  belief  in  the  year  fol* 
lowing,  viz.  1752. 

44  As  the  veins  called  Bartholine’s  lymphatics  are  too  minute  to  be 
44  traced  to  their  origin,  anatomifls  are  not  agreed  from  whence  they 
44  arife.  The  generality  take  them  to  be  continuations  of  fmall  arteries  j 
44  and  their  proofs  are  by  no  means  trivial,  if  it  be  true,  (as  it  is  afferted), 

44  that  by  making  a  ligature  upon  the  vein  proceeding  from  any  gland, 

44  you  will  fee  the  lymphatic  veifels  of  that  gland  greatly  diftended,  as  of 
44  the  kidney  for  example.  And  they  tell  us  too,  that  by  driving  air  into 
44  an  artery  in  the  dead  fubjedt,  you  inflate  thefe  veins  ;  and  thus  demon- 
14  Urate  the  truth  of  this  doCtrine.  Notwithflanding  thefe  fpecious  ar- 
44  guments,  however,  Mr.  Hunter  is  clearly  of  opinion,  that  thefe  veins  * 
44  are  rather  the  abforbents  .arifing  from  all  the  different  cavities  of  the 

44 .  body,  as  the  ve/ica  urinaria,  fellis ,  'veficulce  feminities,  &c.  &c. - A 

44  fcrong  prefumptive  argument  at  leafl  in  fupport  of  this  notion,  is.  the 
44  clofe  analogy  they  in  many  circumflances  bear  to  theladteals;  for  thefe 
44  rife  like  the  lymphatics,  have  little  elfe  than  the  kneading  motion  in 
44  refpiration  to  promote  the  progrefs  of  the  chyle,  and  are  furnifhed  with 
44  valves  at  due  distances,  that  the  chyle  may  be  always  fare  of  palling 

44  on  to  the  receptaculum  chyli ,  and  du&us  thoracicus . - The  fame  place 

44  of  termination  have  all  the  lymphatics ;  in  like  manner  are  thefe  pro- 
44  vided  with  innumerable  little  valves;  their  coats  are  thin  and  fine  as 
44  the  laCleals  ;  they  anaflomofe  frequently  like  them ;  and  in  fhort,  feem 

44  in 

do  him  the  pleafure  of  tranfcribing  one  paragraph  (from  page  53,)  which  in  every  line  (hows 
an  eafe  in  writing,  and  a  firmnefs  of  mind,  almoft  beyond  conception.  44  I  have,  however, 

44  clearly  proved”  fa)  s  the  profefibr,  44  that  Dr.  Hunter  never  had  (hewn  any  preparations, 
tl  nor  made  experiments  on  the  lymphatics,  from  which  any  conclufion  relating  to  their 
e£  origin  could  poffibJy  be  drawn  :  and  that,  fo  far  from  pretending  to  explain  or  refute  the 
44  experiments  of  Nuck ,  Ccxvpety  LiJler ,  &c.  in  proof  of  lymphatic  arteries,  he  never  fo 
44  much  as  mentioned  them.  Confequently  Dr.  Hunter’s  pretenfions  to  even  the  fmalleft 
44  (hare  of  what  he  is  pleafed  to  call,”  ('which  by  the  bye  I  never  did)  44  the  important  difeo- 
44  very,  that  the  valvular  lymphatic  vejjels  are  a  fyjlem  of  abforbcnt  veins ,  are  evidently  founded 
*4  on  a  declaration  or  conclufion  contradicted  by  premifes.  And  this  conclufion,  fo  far  from 
44  meriting  praife,  can  only  be  faid  not  to  deferve  cenfure,  on  the  fuppofition,  that  he  was 
44  ignorant  of  what  had  been  done  on  the  fubje<£t.” 
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“  in  nothing  to  differ  from  each  other,  but  in  the  nature  of  the  fluids 
44  they  convey,  &c.” 

Mr.  Cleghorne  of  Dublin,  reader  of  anatomy,  who  attended  my 
lectures  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1751,  fends  me  the  following  ex¬ 
tract  from  his  notes, 

“  The  Lymphatic  Veins. 

44  Wednefday,  Jan.  23.  The  origin  commonly  afiigned  to  the  lym- 

44  phatics  feems  to  be  falfe. - Small  veins  that  arife  from  correfponding 

44  arteries  have  no  valves,  the  lymphatics  numerous  valves,  (though  not 
44  at  fuch  regular  difiances  as  authors  paint  them).  Hence,  it  is  probable 
44  they  are  made  up  of  the  fmail  abforbent  veins  that  come  from  the 
44  different  parts  of  the  body  ;  and  therefore  have  the  fame  occafion  for 
44  valves  as  the  la&eals,  &c. - 

44  N.  B.  The  lymphatics  demonfirated  in  a  calf’s  milt,  by  cutting  the 
44  external  coat  and  throwing  in  air. 

44  Thurfday  March  7.  The  lymphatics  appear  in  livers  long  kept, 
44  being  diftended  with  air  generated  by  putrefaction.” 

Mr.  Davies  of  ICing-ftreet,  Covent-garden,  furgeon,  fays,  44  Tlie 
44  following  is  a  literal  extract  of  the  notes  I  made  when  I  had  the  plea- 
44  fure  of  attending  your  courfe  of  leCtures  January  1 750-1  fpeaking 

44  of  the  lymphatics. - According  to  Mr.  Hunter,  their  origin  more 

44  probably  from  all  the  cavities  and  interfaces  of  the  parts  of  the  bo- 

44  dy. - From  the  common  method  of  railing  them  in  the  fpleen  and 

44  tejles - from  analogy  with  the  laCteals. - Hence,  Mr.  blunter  will 

44  have  them  to  be  the  abforbents. 

44  As  this  was  the  firf  courfe  of  anatomy  that  I  had  attended,  I  was 
44  not  able  to  write  my  notes  fo  fully ;  in  the  next  courfe  (to  wit,  in  Gc- 
44  tober  1751)  I  find  that,  upon  the  fubjeCt  of  lymphatics,  I  have  been 

44  a  little  more  particular. - My  notes  begin  thus:  There  are  two  kinds 

44  of  lymphatic  veins  :  the  one  kind,  are  thofe  in  which  the  lympha- 
44  tic  arteries  terminate,  and  whofe  contents  go  with  the  blood,  as  thofe  of 
44  other  veins,  into  the  heart ;  the  other  kind  are  the  lymphaticsof  Bartho- 
414  line,  which  are,  &c.  After  the  defcription  of  them  in  my  notes,  comes 
44  this  paragraph:  Mr.  Hunter’s  own  private  opinion,  that  thefe  lymphatics 
44  of  Bartholine  are  nothing  but  the  true  abforbents  of  the  body ;  and  that 
44  they  have  their  origin  from  all  the  cavities,  furfaces,  and  interfaces 
^44  of  the  parts  of  the  body:  His  reafons  are,  1.  the  common  method 
44  of  railing  them  in  the  fpleen  and  tejles  with  a  blow-pipe,  which 

44  could  never  raife  the  other  lymphatics. - 2.  Thefe  lymphatics  of 

Bartholin© 
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“  Bartholine  have  valves  in  the  <vifcera ;  whereas,  no  other  veins  in  the 

“  vifcera  have  valves. - 3.  Thefe  lymphatics  are  never  injected  from 

“  the  arteries. - 4.  The  analogy  they  bear  to  the  ladteals,  which 

“  Lave  alfo  valves. - 5.  Thefe  veffels  end  for  the  mod:  part,  (if  not 

“  all  of  them)  in  the  thoracic  dudt  or  route  of  the  chyle ;  whereas,  the 
“  other  lymphatics  end  in  the  blood  veffels. 

After  your  courfe  of  October  1751,  I  attended  feveral  fucceeding 
<£  courfes,  but  was  fo  much  engaged  as  houfe-pupil  at  the  Lock-hofpital, 
“  that  I  had  not  time  to  write ;  but,  I  remember  well  your  explaining 
“  the  venereal  bubo ,  upon  the  principle  of  abforption  by  the  lympha- 
“  tics,  and  your  afking  me  one  night  after  lecture,  if  I  did  not  find 
“  your  dodtrine  confirmed  by  the  different  feats  of  the  bubo ,  in  the  pa- 
“  tients  of  that  hofpital.” 

Mr.  Galhie  of  Spittle-fquare,  fays,  “  As  I  attended  your  ledtures  fo 
“  early  as  the  year  1751,  I  fhall,  agreeable  to  your  defire,  tranfcribe  from 
“  my  notes,  what  you  then  declared  as  your  opinion,  with  regard  to  the 
“  origin  and  ufe  of  the  lymphatic  veins.  That  they  were  not  continua- 
“  tions  of  the  arteries,  as  generally  believed,  but  abforbing  veffels,  be- 
ginning  imperceptibly  from  the  different  cells  and  furfaces  of  the  bo- 
“  dy,  you  was  fully  perfuaded,  1.  Becaufe  you  could  not  injedt  them 
“  as  other  veins,  by  filling  the  arterial  fyffem.  2.  In  injedting,  you 
“  fometimes  obferved,  that  they  were  fuddenly  filled  when  the  arteries 
burff,  and  the  injedtion  was  effufed  into  the  cellular  membrane  3  a  cir- 
cumftance  which  you  imagined  fufiiciently  explained,  and  refuted 
<c  thofe  anatomiffs  who  pretended  to  have  filled  the  lymphatics  diredlly 
“  from  the  arteries  or  v^ins.  3.  As  a  farther  confirmation  of  this  doc- 
“  trine,  you  mentioned  the  valvular  ffrudlure  of  the  lymphatic  veffels,  not 
«  obfervable  in  other  veins  of  the  vifcera  ;  the  great  likenefs  of  the  lym- 
<£  phatics  to  the  ladteals  in  their  coats,  valves,  courfe,  and  terminations  ; 
“  and  laftly,  the  abforption  and  progrefs  of  the  venereal  poifon,  and  ino- 
<£  culated  matter  of  the  fmall  pox.” 

Dr.  Abernethie  of  Edinburgh  firff  attended  my  ledtures  in  the  Spring, 
1752.  The  extradt  which  he  has  fent  me  from  his  notes  runs  thus: 
“  Lymphatics  (fays  the  MS)  are  of  two  kinds;  one,  which  carries  the 
“  thinner  part  of  the  blood  back  from  the  arteries,  and  fo  are  continu- 
“  ations  of  the  lymphatic  arteries  ;  the  other  abforbs  the  lymph,  which 
tf  is  feparated  in  all  the  different  parts  of  the  body  for  the  lubrication 
“  of  the  parts,  and  conveys  it  into  the  conffitution,  or  vafcular  fyffem, 
“  through  the  Receptaculum  Chyli  and  thoracic  dudt,  or  into  the  liver, 

“  and 
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6C  and  fo  are  properly  the  abforbents  of  the  body.  In  the  abforbents 
“  are  many  valves  irregularly  placed,  and  at  different  distances ;  and  in 
“  all  refpe&s  they  are  like  the  ladleals,  thin  tranfparent  veffels.  The 
“  abforbents  do  not  arife  as  the  firff  kind  of  lymphatics  juft  now  men*- 
tioned,  but  from  the  interfaces  of  the  fibres  in  all  parts  of  the 
“  body 

I  fliall  add  the  teftimony  of  Dr.  Hadley*  phyfician  to  St.  Thomas’s 
hofpital.  The  paragraph  upon  the  lymphatics  in  his  manufcript  is  this. 
“  Led:.  4th.  Jan.  31,  1754.  The  lymphatics  are  fo  fmall,  and  full  of  a 
“  liquor  fo  colourlefs,  that  their  beginnings  are  difticult  to  be  found  out. 
“  They  are  moft  vifible  in  the  fpleen  of  a  calf. 

“  There  are  two  forts  of  lymphatic  veins,  the  one  merely  the  conti- 

D  “  nuations 

*  That  ftudents  of  anatomy  were  conftantly  going  from  London  to  Edinburgh,  and  from 
Edinburgh  to  London,  and  giving  accounts  of  their  ftudies,  and  of  what  was  pafling  atone 

place  to  their  fellow-ftudents  at  the  other. - That  it  has  been  a  cuflom  with  the  more  ftu- 

dious  to  write  notes  of  the  anatomical  lectures,  and  to  lend  their  manufcripts  to  be  perufed 

or  tranfcribed  by  others,  &c.  are  things  fo  notorious,  that  I  need  not  prove  them. - That 

the  profeftor’s  fon,  who  was  educated  with  a  view  of  being  himfelf  a  profeilor  of  anatomy, 
who  was  to  be  fent  to  London  to  do  me  the  honour  of  attending  my  le&ures ;  and  was  in¬ 
timate  with  many  who  had  attended  them,  and  with  fome  who  had  manufcripts  of  them, 
which  they  lent  out  among  the  ftudents  at  Edinburgh  ; — I  fay  to  fuppofe  that  in  thefe  cir- 
cumftances,  he  had  not  the  curioftty  or  opportunity  to  know  any  do&rines  or  improvements 
that  were  believed  to  be  peculiar  to  me,  would  be  a  very  good  natured  fuppofition  in  the 
prefent  cafe.  Upon  enquiry  I  found,  that  manufcripts  of  my  lectures  were  very  common 
among  the  ftudents  at  Edinburgh,  about  the  time  that  Profeftor  Monro  pretends  to  have 
made  his  difcoveries  :  I  was  told  of  two  in  particular,  one  wrote  by  Dr.  Alexander  Bruce, 
W’ho  had  attended  feveral  courfes  with  me,  and  who  by  tha^means  had  got  it  pretty  com¬ 
plete  ;  the  other  was  Dr.  Abernethie’s.  Dr.  Bruce  was  ^one  to  Barbadoes,  fo  that  I  had 
no  opportunity  of  learning  what  it  contained,  or  to  whom  he  lent  it  at  Edinburgh.  I 
wrote  to  Dr.  Abernethie  upon  this  fubjedl,  and  in  anfwer  he  fent  me  the  extract  upon  the 
lymphatics  as  above  ;  and  with  great  candour  told  me  he  lent  his  manufcript  at  Edinburgh  to 
Mr.  Mackbane,  for  whom  part,  if  not  the  whole  of  it,  was  tranfcribed  by  his  father,  in 
1755;  and,  if  he  was  not  miftaken,  he  lent  it  to  Mr.  Greenhill  in  the  winter  1753-4;  and 
he.has  fome  notion  that  Dr.  Palmer  or  Dr.  Amorv  had  the  ufe  of  it  for  a  little  while  the 
fame  year.  So  that  as  it  is  plain  there  was  a  very  good  opportunity,  I  think  the  young  pro- 
feftor  muft  for  his  own  credit  plead  fome  unaccountable  incapacity.  His  brother  fays  (a),  “I 
“  differed  five  years  for  my  father,  from  1745  to  1750,  and  had  in  the  winter  conftantly 
“  .numbers  of  the  pupils  about  me,  and  was  intimate  with  many  of  them,  efpecially  of  the 
«  Englifh  young  gentlemen,  yet  while  I  remained  at  Edinburgh,  I  never  could  know  one 
thing  Dr.  Hunter  was  doing.” 


(a)  Critical  Review  for  Dec.  1757,  page  525. 


The  History  of  the  Dispute. 


18 

“  nuations  of  the  lymphatic  arteries,  and  of  courfe  carrying  the  fame 
“  fluid  contained  in  thofe  arteries  :  the  other  fort  terminate  only  in  the 
“  Receptaculum  Chyli  and  thoracic  dud:.  But  thefe  lad  feem  only  abfor- 
“  bent  veins — they  are  called  Bartholine’s  lymphatics — they  will  run 
“  a  great  length  without  an  AnaJla?i2oJis — they  are  traceable  from  the 
“  teflicle  of  a  dog  to  the  thoracic  dud — they  are  very  full  of  valves. 

t(  Mr.  Hunter’s  conjedureof  them  is,  that  they  are  the  abforbent  velfels. 
“  In  the  Abdomen  of  a  dog  particularly,  and  in  an  hydropical  leg,  their  effeds 
“  are  very  vilible.  Their  valves  feem  to  argue  likewife  for  this  ;  for,  confi- 
fi  dering  the  velfel  as  a  vein,  the  valves  feem  ufelefs,  but  as  an  abforbent  vein , 
**  (i.  e.  granting  that  they  do  not  rife  from  the  arteries)  abfolutely  necefiary, 
“  as  there  is  no  impetus  from  the  arteries  to  drive  the  fluid  forwards. — The 
4  4  ladeals  begin  in  the  cavity  of  the  inteftines,  and  run  to  the  receptacle 
44  of  the  chyle.  Thefe  are  abforbent  veffels  :  when  dry  they  are  not 
44  diftinguifliable  from  the  lymphatic  veins. — In  the  progrefs  of  the  ve- 
“  nereal  poifon,  whenever  it  gets  into  the  conflitution,  it  appears  firft  in 
“  fome  of  the  lymphatics,  lituated  near  the  place  where  the  infedion 
“  is  received  ;  if  (e.  g.)  it  is  received  at  the  Penis ,  it  will  appear  in 
44  the  glands  of  the  groin,  if,  by  any  accident,  in  the  hand,  the  Bubo  is 
44  formed  in  the  axilla  P 

If  there  be  any  reader,  who  is  not  fatisfied  with  thefe  teflimonies,  I 
mufc  fuppofe,  either  that  he  does  not  underftand  the  fubjed  in  difpute* 
or  that  he  is  refolved  not  be  fatisfied.  I  will  therefore  conclude  this 
chapter,  and  leave  Dr.  Monro  in  the  full  pofiefiion  of  ail  his  reafoning. 


* 

CHAP.  III. 

The  History  of  the  Dispute. 

IN  the  two  preceding  chapters,  the  reader  has  been  informed  what  Dr. 

Hunter  had  done  on  the  fubjed  of  the  Peflis  and  lymphatics ;  pre- 
vioufly,  not  only  to  Dr.  Monro’s  publications,  but  to  the  times  when  he 
himfelf  fays  he  firft  made  the  difcoveries.  Let  us  now  fee  when,  and 
upon  what  occafion.  Dr.  Monro  published  thefe  difcoveries,  the  rife  and 
progrefs  of  the  prefent  difpute,  that  the  reader  may  be  enabled  to  pafs  his 
judgment  according  to  the  evidence  of  fads. 

Dr. 
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Dr.  Monro  publiihed  his  account  of  the  injection  of  the  tubuli  teflis 
in  the  Edinburgh  E fays  and  Obfervations ,  in  1754.  Dr.  Hunter  took  no 
other  notice  of  this  than  by  declaring  to  his  pupils,  that  he  had  ihewn 
thefe  tubuli  injedted  at  his  ledtures,  before  Dr.  Monro  pretended  to  the 
difcovery. 

In  the  fummer,  1755,  Dr.  Monro  publiihed  a  Thefts,  ( De  Tefibus  in  var. 
animal.)  in  which  that  difcovery  was  improved  and  extended.  In  the  12th 
chapter  of  this  thejis,  after  fome  obfervations  made  upon  the  lymphatics  of 
the  tejlis ,  he  fays  *  :  “  I  have  explained  thefe  experiments  at  greater  length, 
“  as  they  firil  incited  me  to  try  others  on  the  lymphatic  veflels  in  gene- 
“  ral  }  and,  as  I  have  found  that  thefe  could  not  only  be  filled  from  the 
“  excretory  dudts  of  the  glands,  but  likewife  in  a  manner  not  hitherto 
“  remarked  by  authors,  viz.  by  an  effufion  of  fluids  into  the  cellular 
“  membranes  and  cavities  of  the  body,  of  which  I  have  already  given 
“  feveral  examples  ;  and  that,  without  an  effufion  into  the  cellular  mem- 
“  branes,  they  never,  in  my  experiments,  did  admit  liquors  injedted 
“  into  the  blood-veffels  to  enter  them  :  thefe,  among  other  things,  fur- 
t(  nifhed  me  with  arguments  of  no  fmall  weight  to  prove.  Id  bat  the  val » 
“  vular  lymphatic  f vejfels ,  through  the  whole  body ,  were  a  fyftem  of  abfor - 
xt  bent  veins  ;  and  that  they  did  not  proceed  from  the  branches  of  arteries, 
fi  as  is  the  common  opinion.  But  at  prefent  to  propofe  all  that  might  be 
<(  difputed  upon  this  fubjedt,  would  far  exceed  the  bounds  of  fuch  a  dif- 
“  fertation ;  and  it  will  be  much  fitter  to  treat  of  them  apart,  viz.  of 
“  their  origin,  fabric,  manner  of  adting  and  ufe  when  my  time  fhall 
f(  better  permit.” 

Dr.  Donald  Monro  foon  after  prefented  me  with  this  thejis ,  and  the 
author’s  compliments,  telling  me  he  was  coming  up  to  London  to  attend 
my  ledtures.  I  looked  it  over  at  my  leifure,  and  muft  own  the  above- 
mentioned  pafiage  ftruck  me,  and  gave  me  fome  fufpicion  that  he  was 
going  to  treat  me  unfairly  about  the  lymphatics.  However,  he  was 
the  fbn  of  my  old  mailer,  he  bore  the  charadter  of  an  ingenious  young 
gentleman,  he  was  appointed  conjundt  profeifor  of  anatomy  at  Edinburgh, 
and  his  coming  to  iludy  with  me  was  furely  a  particular  honour  conferred 
upon  me  ;  I  therefore  wiihed  from  my  heart  to  procure  his  friendihip, 
and  thought  it  my  duty  to  receive  him  kindly,  and  with  refpedt.  It 
Was  very  natural  to  wiih  all  this  upon  my  own  account,  as  it  muil  be 
agreeable  to  any  man  who  reads  anatomy  in  London,  to  Hand  well  in 

D  2  the 

*  I  have  given  his  own  translation  of  the  paragraph  from  the  36th  page  of  his  pamphlet. 
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the  opinion  of  a  profelfor  of  anatomy  in  a  fchool  ot  phyftck,  which* 
does  fo  much  honour  to  this  country.  Befides,  I  thought  that  if  a 
youthful  eagernefs  for  reputation,  flattered  by  paternal  partiality,  had 
milled  him  in  any  point  with  regard  to  me,  I  fhould  be  more  likely  to  fet 
him  right,  by  a  friendly  and  open  behaviour. 

As  I  had  conceived  fuch  hopes,  the  reader  may  imagine  what  kind  of 
reception  I  gave  him.  I  told  him,  that  Profeffor  Monro’s  fon  had  a 
right  to  command  any  fervice  I  could  do  him  in  the  profecution  of  his 
ftudies  ;  and  it  gave  me  fome  pleafure  to  think,  that  I  might  be  of  fome 
little  ufe  to  him.  Sir,  faid  I,  you  mean  to  devote  yourfelf  to  anatomy, 
and  to  teach  it.  You  will  therefore  wifh  for  every  poffible  advantage. 
In  London  we  have  commonly  a  greater  plenty  of  fubjedts  than  at 
Edinburgh,  and  for  that  reafon  perhaps  have  made  fome  progrefs  in 
the  practical  part  of  anatomy ;  particularly  in  the  arts  of  making  pre¬ 
parations  *.  In  the  differing  room  you  will  find  a  great  deal  of  that 
fort  of  work  going  on  through  the  whole  winter,  under  my  brother’s 
direction.  If  you  can  make  any  ufe  of  us,  you  will  do  us  a  pleafure. 

After  my  ledture,  I  often  fpoke  to  him  in  a  familiar  way  upon  anato¬ 
mical  points,  and  never  once  faid  any  thing  at  my  ledture,  that  I  thought 
ne  could  complain  of.  I  there  related  how,  and  at  what  time,  I  had 
fhewn  the  tubuli  tejiis ,  mentioned  his  having  done  the  fame  thing  in  a 
variety  of  animals  ;  and  when  I  was  obliged  to  fpeak  of  the  tube,  which 
he  fays  he  difcovered  rifmg  from  the  epididymis ,  I  did  not  name  him,  be- 
caufe  I  could  not  acknowledge  it  to  be  a  difcovery  ;  and  treated  the  mat¬ 
ter  tenderly,  becaufe  I  believed  it  to  be  a  miftake.  But,  however  that 
might  be,  when  I  was  claiming  my  juft  right  in  his  prefence,  I  did  not 

pre- 

*  Some  readers  may  perhaps  think  this  was  a  very  freeTpeecb.  It  was  free,  but,  I  hope,, 
not  rude.  Piofeffor  Monro  fen.  has  acquired,  and  undoubtedly  has  deferved,  great  reputation 
in  anatomy;  but,  in  every  body’s  opinion,  he  might  have  been  a  much  better  anatomift,  if 
he  had  had  better  opportunities  ;  if  he  could  have  been  better  fupplied  with  dead  bodies,  and 
had  been  lefs  interrupted  by  his  private  practice.  Tho’  he  had  wrote  upon  injections  and 
preparations,  when  I  attended  him,  he  had  almoft  none.  In  his  leCtures,  his  cuftom  was  to 
undervalue  preparations  (if  I  underftood  him  right)  and  to  infinuate  that  they  were  of  no 
ufe  ;  and  indeed  the  very  few  he  had  were  well  adapted  to  lupport  the  opinion.  In. 
London  Mr.  St.  Andre,  Dr.  Sandys,  Dr.  Nicholls,  and  fome  others  had  improved  this 
branch  of  anatomy.  Their  methods  were  made  public,  and  explained  fully  (with  any  little 
improvement  that  occurred  to  me)  at  a  leClure, which  it  has  been  my  cuftom  to  fet  apart  for  that- 
purpofe  ;  and  now,  if  I  am  not  mifinformed,  even  Profelfor  Monro  fen.  fpeaks  of  preparations 
w  ith  ' temper  and  approbation,  and  his  fon  has  been  much  employed  in  making  them. 
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pretend  to  more,  and  therefore  ingenuoudy  confefled,  that  I  knew  no¬ 
thing  of  that  dud:. 

When  I  treated  of  the  lymphatics  in  his  prefence  at  lecdure,  I  was 
pretty  full  upon  the  fubjed:  of  their  being  abforbents  *,  and  faid  I  had 
taught  this  dodxine,  and  fupported  it  by  fuch  arguments  as  I  then  made 
ufe  of,  from  the  fil'd:  of  my  reading  lectures.  I  faid  fo,  that  I  might  put 
him  upon  his  guard.  And  then  I  did  him  the  justice  to  add,  that  I 
found  this  dodrine  laid  down  or  advanced  in  a  general  way,  In  his  Inau¬ 
gural  Differ tation  •f*.  I  was  not  afraid  of  truth ,  and  therefore  did  not 
fupprefs  what  he  had  done . 

After  all  this,  he  printed  his  treatife  on  the  lymphatics  at  Berlin,. 
1757,  and  his  brother  foon  after  prefented  me  with  a  copy,  in  the  name 
of  the  author.  I  read  it  over,  and  was  aftonifhed  to  find  there  the  hy¬ 
pothecs  I  had  advanced,  fupported  by  the  very  arguments  which  I  had. 
ufed  for  the  fame  purpofe  J,  with  the  addition  of  an  introduction,  in 
which  he  quotes  above  twenty  of  the  lateft  writers,  to  fhew  that  the 
opinion  was  new.  I  fay  I  was  aftonifhed,  that  he  could  do  this  without 
once  even  mentioning  my  name. 

The  reader  would  be  aftonifhed  too,  if  he  knew  the  circumftances  mi¬ 
nutely,  many  of  which  I  am  under  a  necefllty  of  fupprefling.  I  will 
take  the  liberty  of  mentioning  only  one  little  piece  of  private  hiflory^ 

which . 

*  This  Dr.  Monro  allows  in  his  35th  page- 

f  This  he  allows  in  his  37th  page. 

t  He  made  fome  of  the  experiments  indeed  with  quickfilver,  which  I  had  made  with  air,' 
and  with  common  injection ;  but  the  experiment  was  {till  the  fame,  and  we  both  drew  the 
fame  conclufion  from  it.  I  fpeak  now  of  air,  injection,  or  quickfilver,  getting  into  the 
lymphatics  from  the  cellular  membrane.  In  the  argument  taken  from  poifon,  I  mentioned 
indeed  only  the  venereal  and  the  variolous,  but  meant  that  it  might  be  applied  to  all  poifons 
which  are  abforbed  ;  as  is  plain  from  the  opinion  given  in  Dr.  Macaulay’s  cafe,  and  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  laft  chapter. 

I  may  take  this  opportunity  of  explaining  upon  the  fame  principle,  a  fymptom  in  venereal 
•  cafes,  which  puzzled  me  for  a  long  time,  and  about  which  I  think  the  learned  Dr.  Aftruc 
himfelf  has  not  given  much  fatisfa&ion.  When  the  penis  is  affected,  efpecially  when  there 
are  fores,  in  that  part,  we  frequently  obferve  a  hard  chord,  like  a  piece  of  cat-gut,  under  the 
{kin,  running  along  that  member.  Sometimes  there  is  one  on  each  fide.  At  firft  it  is  only 
to  be  felt  at  the  extremity  of  the  penis  coming  from  the  affe&ed  part,  but  it  foon  extends 
itfelf  to  the  root  of  that  organ,  and  frequently  may  be  traced  in  the  fat  of  th t  pubes  ftretch- 
ing  acrofs  towards  the  groin.  From  its  courfe,  it  is  plain,  that  it  cannot  be  a  nerve,  artery, 
or  vein.  I  have  for  fome  time  been  well  convinced,  that  it  is  a  lymphatic  veffel  of  the 
part,  indurated  by  the  poifon  which  it  conveys  :  but  I  have  not  yet  had  an  opportunity,  of 
being  certain  of  the  faft  by  diftedlion. 
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which  I  prefume  will  be  fatisfaCtory.  I  knew  that  Dr.  Black,  profefior 
of  medicine  at  Glafgow,  who  gave  the  letter  in  favour  of  Dr.  Monro  *, 
had  itudied  at  Glafgow  before  he  went  to  Edinburgh,  where  I  imagined 
he  muft  probably  have  known  fomething  of  my  opinion  about  the  lym¬ 
phatics  before  he  became  acquainted  with  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun. 
I  made  fome  enquiry,  and  was  informed  my  conjecture  was  well  founded  : 
then  I  wrote  a  letter  upon  the  fubjeCt  to  Dr.  Black,  in  which  I  propofed 
the  three  following  queftions ;  firft,  if  he  had  feen  a  MS  of  my  leCtures 
at  Glafgow  or  Edinburgh ;  fecondly,  if  he  knew  it  was  an  opinion  of 
mine  that  the  lymphatics  were  the  fyftem  of  abforbents,  previoufly  to  his 
feeing  Dr.  Monro’s  MS  on  that  fubjeCt ;  and  then,  thirdly,  if  he  had 
faid  any  thing  of  this  to  Dr.  Monro  when  he  faw  his  manufcript.  In 
anfwer  to  this  letter  I  received  the  following,  which  I  fhall  give  at  full 
length. 

“  Dear  Sir, 

“  The  difpute  between  you  and  Dr.  Monro  has  given  me  a  great  deal 
of  concern,  and  I  have  often  wifhed  that  my  endeavours  to  prevent  it 
“  had  been  fuccefsful.  But  fince  I  was  not  fo  happy  as  to  effeCt  this,  and 
xt  that  I  am  called  upon  as  a  witnefs,  the  only  talk  left  me  is  to  do  im- 
“  partial  juftice  to  both  fides,  by  attesting  thofe  faCts  of  which  I  have 
tc  any  knowledge,  and  concerning  which  my  teftimony  is  demanded. 
“  This  I  have  already  done  with  refpeCt  to  Dr.  Monro ;  and  fhall  now 
<<  likewife  anfwer  thofe  queftions  which  you  have  been  pleafed  to  put 
“  to  me. 

“  In  anfwer  to  the  firft  queflion  I  muft  affure  you,  that  I  never  faw, 

ec  nor  ever  had  any  knowledge  of  any  manufcripts  of  your  leCtures. - 

“  But  I  muft  declare,  in  anfwer  to  the  fecond,  that  I  knew  it  was  an 
“  opinion  of  yours,  before  I  went  to  ftudy  in  Edinburgh,  that  the  lym- 
“  phatics  were  a  fyftem  of  abforbents,  and  therefore  quite  diftinCt  in 
“  their  nature  and  office  from  the  veffels  which  belong  to  the  fyftem  of 
<(  the  heart.  This  I  learned  from  Dr.  Cullen  •j- ;  and  the  argument 
**  mentioned  to  me,  according  to  the  beft  of  my  remembrance,  was, 
%t  that  in  making  injections,  you  had  obferved  that  the  lymphatics  were 
commonly  filled  when  the  injeCted  matter  was  extravafated,  and  not 
“  otherwife  ;  and,  if  I  am  not  miftaken,  he  likewife  told  me,  that,  agree- 

“  able 


*  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet,  pag.  27. 
t  At  that  time  profeflor  of  medicine  at  Glafgow. 
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able  to  this  opinion,  you  filled  the  lymphatics  of  the  tefiicle  with  air 
by  bruifing  its  fubfiance  a  little,  and  blowing  air  into  it  thro’  a  hole 
in  the  "Tunica  Albuginea. 

“  The  conversation  which  pafled  between  Dr.  Monro  and  me  wrhen 
he  fhewed  me  the  manufcript  for  his  t hefts,  was,  according  to  the 
beffc  of  my  remembrance,  to  this  purpofe.  As  foon  as  I  had  read  it,. 
I  told  him  that  he  mull  ftrike  out  intirely  the  Difiertation  upon  the 
Lymphatics,  becaufe  the  opinion  he  there  propofed  and  fupported,  had 
been  entertained  by  you  a  very  long  time.  I  even  ventured  to  tell  him* 
I  could  not  help  fufpedting  his  having  got  a  hint  of  it,  fome  time  or 
other,  from  me.  He  feemed  furprifed  and  difpleafed,  and  afierted, 
that  it  occurred  to  him  in  confequence  of  fome  fhcenomena  in  his  ex¬ 
periments,  as  related  in  the  Difiertation  ;  that  he  owed  it  to  no  perfon 
whatever ;  and  that  he  was  refolved  to  publifh  it  immediately.  I  in¬ 
filled  that,  at  any  rate,  if  he  did  publifh  it  then,  it  wrould  be  abfo- 
lutely  neceflary  for  him  to  mention  Dr.  Hunter  as  having  been  of  the 
fame  opinion  before  him,  both  becaufe  I  thought  politenefs  and  can¬ 
dor  required  fuch  a  confeflion,  and  becaufe  he  might  expofe  himfelf 
to  very  difagreeable  fufpicions  by  adting  otherwife ;  but  advifed  him  to 
delay  the  publication  of  it  until  he  had  frankly  converfed  with  Dr. 
Hunter  himfelf,  whofe  courfe  he  propofed  to  attend  the  following 
winter,  not  doubting  but  that,  by  fuch  a  converfation,  all  caufe  of 
fhynefs  and  difpute  would  have  been  prevented  one  way  or  other. 

“  This,  Sir,  to  the  bell;  of  my  remembrance,  is  the  fubfiance  of  what 
pafled  between  us  upon  this  affair,  the  confequences  of  which  have 
fince  given  me  a  great  deal  of  uneafinefs. 

“  I  am,  my  dear  Sir,  with  the  greatefi  efieem. 


Glafgow, 
July  1,  1760. 


Your  mofi  humble  fervant, 

Joseph  Black.” 


When  I  fhewed  this  letter  among  my  friends,  fome  of  them  feemed  to- 
think,  that,  in  firidt  jufiice.  Dr.  Black  ought  to  have  mentioned  fome  of 
its  contents  in  the  letter  which  he  gave  as  a  tefiimony  for  Dr.  Monro.  I 
own  his  condudt  did  not  require  any  apology  with  me ;  I  was  well  con¬ 
vinced  of  his  integrity,  and  approved  of  his  benevolent  tendernefs. 
However,  I  wrote  to  him  again  upon  the  fubjedt,  and  was  favoured  with 
his  anfwer,  which  I  think  it  my  duty  to  lay  before  the  reader. 


“  Dear 
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Dear  Sir, 

“  I  received  your  letter  of  the  ioth  of  this  month,  and  cannot  oppofe 
your  intention  of  printing  my  former.  I  am  obliged  to  you  for  the 
tendernefs  and  delicacy  with  which  you  exprefs  your  concern,  left  the 
6C  world  fhould  find  any  difficulty  in  accounting  for  my  conduct  in  this 
<(  affair.  I  confefs  it  has  been  improper.  When  I  wrote  my  letter  to  Dr. 

Monro,  I  ought,  no  doubt,  to  have  alfo  declared  thofe  circumftances 
“  which  feem  to  favour  your  fide  of  the  queftion  :  nor  do  I  pretend  to 
offer  a  fufficient  apology  ;  but  you  muff:  give  me  leave  to  tell  you, 
“  how  I  was  induced  to  adt  as  I  did.  And  if  I  difclofe  fen timents  which 
may  not  perhaps  agree  altogether  with  yours,  you  muft  forgive  the 
**  freedom  I  take,  and  confider  that  it  is  requifite  for  me  to  give  my 
“  motives  for  what  I  did. 

“  I  muft  own  therefore  that  I  was  under  no  neceffity,  but  moved  by 
“  compafiion  for  a  friend,  who  had  taken  a  ftep  which  I  no  doubt  thought 
“  excefiively  wrong,  but  who  was  threatened  with  the  moft  aftfidting 
44  and  infupportable  of  misfortunes,  the  lofs  of  his  charadter  and  repu- 
“  tation,  and  who,  after  all,  might  poflibly  fuffer  this  lofs  undefervedly 
too,  through  my  being  forward  in  publifhing  what  you  have  lately  got 
“  from  me.  Fortho’  I  could  not  help  fufpedting,  from  the  circumftance 
“  of  our  frequently  converfing  together  when  I  was  in  Edinburgh,  that, 
“  tho’  he  might  afterwards  forget  it,  he  might  have  had  the  firft  idea  of 
“  that  opinion  concerning  the  lymphatics  from  me,  yet  I  had  no  reafon  to 
be  fatisfied  of  this  point.  And  that  he  could  pick  up  every  particular 
“  of  your  arguments  and  experiments  in  order  to  publifh  them  as  his 
“  own,  is  what  I  could  not  believe.  I  knew  him  to  be  acute,  induftri- 
“  ous,  and  keen  in  the  purfuit  of  knowledge  ;  and  believed  him  very 
“  capable  of  inventing  the  feveral  arguments  and  experiments  which  he 
“  has  published  in  his  'Thefts  and  Diflertation,  but  could  not  conceive  him 
<c  to  be  capable  of  the  other :  and  I  muft  obferve,  that  before  I  faw  Dr. 
“  Monro’s  papers,  tho’  I  had  a  general  notion  of  your  doctrine  upon  the 

“  lymphatics,  I  was  not  mafcer  of  many  arguments  in  fupport  of  it; - 

“  becaufe  no  doubt  I  had  not  attended  fufficiently  to  the  fubjedt,  or  had 
“  forgot  a  part  of  what  I  had  heard,  or  had  not  heard  the  whole  :  but 
„  “  this  I  am  fure  of,  that  I  read  this  part  of  his  papers  with  particular 
“  pleafure,  as  finding  that  dodtrine  rendered  much  more  probable  and 
interefting  than  I  had  conceived  it  before ;  for  he  did  not  communi- 

“  cate 
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c<  cate  his  thoughts  upon  the  fubjedt  to  me  until  he  had  put  them  toge- 
“  ther  in  writing. 

“  When  I  therefore  confidered  what  he  mull  fuffer,  fliould  I  add  pro- 
“  bability  to  the  accufations  with  which  he  was  charged,  and  coniidered 
“  at  the  fame  time,  that  I  had  no  reafon  to  be  fatisfied  that  he  deferved 
“  fuch  diftrefs,  I  was  perfuaded  to  give  at  that  time  fuch  part  of  my 
<c  evidence  only,  as  was  perfectly  diredt  and  concluhve  5  and  to  referve 
**  the  reft  until  you  laid  me  under  the  neceflity  of  declaring  the  whole. 

“  You  defire  to  know  in  what  particular  manner  Dr.  Monro  commu- 
“  nicated  to  me  the  method  of  raifing  the  lymphatics  by  blowing  air 
“  into  the  glands.  So  far  as  I  remember,  when  he  faid  that  he  could 
“  raife  the  lymphatics  in  this  way,  he  told  it  me  as  a  piece  of  anatomical 
“  news,  or  as  a  curious  anatomical  fadt,  which  I  imagined  was  a  difco- 
<{  very  of  his  own,  as  I  had  not  confulted  Nuck  or  Cowper  upon  the 
“  fubjedt ;  but  I  cannot  fay,  that  he  either  mentioned  Nuck  or  Cowper, 
“  or  faid  that  it  was  his  own. 

“  I  hope  you  will  forgive  the  freedom  I  have  taken  in  this  letter,  and 
“  believe  me  to  be  with  the  greateft  refpedt. 


Glafgow, 
Feb.  26,  1761. 


Your  fincere  friend  and  humble  fervant, 

Joseph  Black.” 


Thefe  letters  are  fo  ftrong  and  clear,  that  they  need  no  comment. 

Upon  this  friendly  admonition.  Dr.  Monro  in  the  mean  time  fuppreffed 
the  diftertation,  and  in  the  following  winter  came  to  London  to  attend 
my  ledtures.  His  father,  Profefior  Monro  fen.  afiures  the  public  *, 
that,  “  he  went  to  London  in  abfolute  ignorance  of  Dodtor  Hunter’s 

“  having  any  particular  opinion  concerning  lymphatics - attended  his 

“  ledtures,  and  was  furprifed  when  he  heard  Dr.  Hunter  teach  the  doc- 
“  trine  of  lymphatics  being  abforbents.”  Mercy  upon  us  !  Did  Profefior 
Monro  fen.  really  know  how  things  were,  and  make  this  public  declara¬ 
tion  ?  He  fays,  in  the  fame  paper,  “  I  thought  it  my  duty,  as  a  friend 
“  who  knows  the  fadts  relating  to  the  prefent  difpute,  to  fend  you  a 
“  fair  ftate  of  them.” 

If  fo,  I  cannot  with  any  decency  fuppofe  but  that  the  fon  muft  have 
concealed  from  his  father ,  that  he  knew  my  opinion  of  the  lymphatics ; 

E  that 

*  Critical  Review  for  November,  1757,  page  432.  See  the  Appendix.  No.  II.  The  young 
profeffor  tells  us  (pag.  2.)  that  this  was  written  by  his  father. 
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that  the  father  was  not  trufted  with  Dr.  Black’s  remonftrance  ;  and  that 
the  fon  informed  him  from  London  of  his  being  furprifed  to  hear  me 
teach  that  dodtrine.  This  fuppofition  excufes  the  father,  but  how  does 
it  affedt  the  fon  ?  If  he  was  fully  fatisfied  that  the  difcovery  was  honeftly 
his  own,  as  foon  as  he  found  that  it  might,  and  probably  would  be 
difputed  with  him,  it  is  almoft  impoflible  to  imagine  he  ftiould  not  have 
confulted  his  father  in  fo  ticklijfh  a  fituation  ;  that,  on  one  hand,  he 
might  not  lofe  his  juft  right,  nor,  on  the  other,  be  fufpedted  of  a  low 
plagiarifm,  which  to  a  generous  mind  would  be  ftill  more  infufferable 

I  fhall  now  proceed  in  the  narrative.  He  came  to  London,  attended 
my  ledtures,  never  fpoke  to  me  upon  the  fubjedl,  went  next  winter  to 
Berlin,  and  there  published  his  diftertation ;  and  though  he  knew  from  my 
own  mouth,  in  prefence  of  a  great  number  of  ftudent-s,  that  I  had  taught 
the  fame  dodtrine,  and  fupported  it  by  the  very  fame  arguments  feveral 
years  before,  he  did  not  mention  my  name,  not  even  in  a  marginal  note,. 

What  made  Dr.  Reimarus  join  my  name  to  Dr.  Monro’s,  when  he 
fpoke  of  this  dodtrine  in  his  thejis  ?  Was  it  not  becaufe  it  was  but  juji% 

becaufe  his  confcience  did  not  accufe  him  f - What  made  Dr.  Monro 

avoid  it  ? 

The  authors  of  the  Critical  Review  gave  an  account  of  Profeftbr  Mon¬ 
ro’s  diftertation  in  the  Review  for  September,  1 757,  and  did  me  juftice 
upon  the  occafion.  In  the  Review  for  November,  1 757,  they  publifhed 
an  anonvmous  letter,  afterwards  acknowledged  to  be  from  Profeftbr  Mon¬ 
ro  fen.  in  juftification  of  Profeftbr  Monro  jun.  and  a  fhort  ftate  of  the 
cafe  from  me.  Laftly,  in  their  Review  for  December,  1 757,  they  pub¬ 
lished  a  letter  from  Dr.  Donald  Monro,  followed  by  remarks  which 
he  had  given  me  an  opportunity  of  making ;  and,  at  this  precife 
time,  the  young  profeftbr  pafled  through  London  in  his  return  from 
Berlin  to  Edinburgh.  Let  us  here  try  to  guefs  at  the  ftate  of  his  mind* 
by  his  behaviour  on  this  occafion. 

Llad  he  received  no  civilities  from  me,  but,  on  the  contrary,  infults 

on 

*  If  it  was  not  to  break  in  upon  the  reader’s  refle&ions,  I  would  now  defire  him  to  con- 
fider  the  account  that  Dr.  Monro  has  given  of  his  thefis,  (pag.  25.)  and  to  allow  it  all  the 
■weight  and  credit  which  he  thinks  it  deferves  :  and  to  confui'er  Dr.  Monro’s  hiftory  of  his 
proceedings  upon  this  fubjetSb,  (pag.  23,  24,  and  25.)  and  believe,  if  he  can,  that  Dr.  Monro 
would  have  faid  nothing  of  them  to  Dr.  Black,  till  they  were  drawn  up  for  publication, 
if  he  had  been  eafy  in  his  mind.  Young  men  are  not  fo  flow  in  talking  with  their  friends 
of  their  purfuits  and  difeoveries.  But  if  he  felt  any  forebodings  that  Dr.  Black  might  be 
unpropitious,  it  was  no  wonder  he  kept  him  ignorant  as  long  as  he  could. 
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on  himfelf  and  his  friends,  as  he  pretends  *,  and  had  I  behaved  in  his 
abfence  fo  as  to  deferve  the  load  of  infamy  and  reproach  which  he  pre- 
fently  after  threw  upon  me  in  an  abulive  pamphlet ;  furely  it  would  have 
been  indecent  meannefs  of  fpirit  to  fhew  me  any  relpedl  in  palling 
through  London.  Yet  he  tells  us  “  he  called  at  my  houfe,  in  com- 
“  pany  with  his  brother,  and,  not  finding  me  at  home,  left  his  name 
“  with  my  fervant,  and  defired  him  to  tell  me,  that  he  would  have  called. 
x(  more  than  once ,  but  that  he  was  only  paffing  through  London  in  his 
“  way  to  Scotland,  and  was  to  fet  out  next  morning.” 

Did  he  call  upon  me  in  civility,  and  leave  fuch  a  refpedlful  meffage  after 
fuch  my  behaviour  to  him  ;  and  after  he  had  been  in  London  fome  days, 
when  he  muff  have  been  informed  of  all  that  had  paffed  in  his  abfence  } 
and  the  evening  before  he  fet  out  for  Edinburgh,  where  he  foon  after 
wrote  the  furious  pamphlet  againft  me  ?  No  body  will  believe  it. 
But  when  I  have  told  the  reader  one  material  circumflance  about  that 
vifit,  he  will  begin  to  conceive  the  intention.  Lie  called  upon  me 
indeed  at  my  houfe  in  Jermyn-flreet,  but  it  was  when  I  was  reading  ??iy 
ledlure  at  Covent  Garden  ;  that  is,  when  he  was  certain  I  was  not  at  homes 
for  he  knew  my  hours  of  reading,  and  he  knew  that  nothing  but  the 
molt  urgent  bufinefs  could  prevent  my  being  at  ledlure  at  the  ufual 
hour  ;  an  accident  which  he  knew  would  as  certainly  prevent  my  feeing 
him,  if  I  fhould  not  be  at  ledlure  J. 

Now  if  the  reader  believes  that  I  had  been  really  civil  to  Dr.  Monro, 
when  he  attended  my  ledlures,  he  will  fee  a  reafon  for  his  thinking  it 
right  to  fhew  me  this  refpedl  :  in  the  next  place,  if  he  believes  that  Dr. 
Monro  had  not  properly  returned  my  civilities,  and  had  adted  dilinge- 

E  2  genuoufly 
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X  In  this  difpute,  I  appeal  to  fads,  and  therefore  fliall  here  annex  the  affidavit  of  my 
fervant. 

“  I,  James  Duncan,  do  voluntarily  make  oath,  that  fome  time  laft  winter,  (I  believe  it 
“  was  on  the  13th  of  December,)  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  in  company  with  his  brother, 
“  called  at  Dr.  Hunter’s  (my  mailer’s)  houfe  in  Jermyn-ftreet,  while  he  was  at  his  ledures 
<c  in  Covent  Garden,  at  the  ufual  hours.  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  alked  if  Dr.  Hunter  was 
Xi  at  home  :  I  anfwered  no;  and  he  left  his  name,  and  defired  me  to  tell  Dr.  Hunter  he  had 
“  called.  This  was  all  he  faid  tome.  He  did  not  fay,  that  he  would  have  called  more  than 
“  once,  nor  that  he  was  only  paffing  through  London,  nor  that  he  was  to  fet  out  next 
Ki  morning.  When  my  mailer  came  home,  I  told  him,  and  he  faid  that  Dr.  Monro  could 
not  fuppofe  he  was  at  home  at  that  hour.  James  Duncan.” 

Middlefex,  to  wit,  fworn  before  me  this  26th  day  of  Odober,  1758.  J.  Iielding. 
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nuoufly  in  his  publication,  he  will  fee  a  reafon  for  his  chufing  a  time, 
when  he  was  fure  not  to- find  me.  In  the  laft  place,  the  reader  will  not 
perhaps  err  greatly,  if  he  fuppofes  that  Dr.  Monro,  returning  to  Edin¬ 
burgh,  found  that  he  would  infallibly  fuffer  in  his  reputation,  if  he  did 
not  write  a  bold  defence  of  himfelf,  and  make  the  world  believe,  that 
Dr.  Hunter  had  not  one  grain,  either  of  knowledge,  candour,  or  veracity. 
This  fuppofition  is  the  lefs  improbable,  as  every  man  who  has  ftudied  at 
Edinburgh  for  thefe  thirty  years  laft  paft,  muft  know  that  he  would  na¬ 
turally  fall  into  the  hands  of  a  ftrenuous  advifer,  who  has  been  long 
pradtifed  in  exhibiting  the  characters  of  anatomifts. 

C  El  A  P  IV. 

Remarks  upon  fome  Extraordinary  Paragraphs  in  Dr.  Monro's 

Pamphlet. 

IN  the  three  foregoing  chapters  I  have  given  the  authenticated  fadts 
relating  to  the  principal  points  in  queltion,  together  with  the  rife 
and  progrefs  of  the  controverfy.  In  thefe,  fome  reflections  and  in¬ 
ferences  have  been  made  ;  but  decifion  and  judgment  was  left  to  the  in¬ 
telligent  and  impartial  reader.  It  might  therefore  be  expedted  that  I 
Ihould  now  have  done  with  the  fubjedt.  I  certainly  fhould,  if  the  Dodtor 
had  kept  to  the  points  in  queftion  between  us.  My  firft  and  only  argu¬ 
ment  was,  that  having  been  prior  to  him  in  both  the  improvements  or 
difcoveries,  I  had  a  right  to  be  mentioned,  in  a  marginal  note  at  leaf!, 
in  his  treatife  of  the  lymphatics,  as  having  been  of  the  fame  opinion. 
This  negledt  was  the  charge  that  was  brought  againft  him.  But,  inftead 
of  a  plain  and  candid  anfwer,  his  defence  turns  out,  almoft  in  every  page, 
a  violent  accufation  of  me ;  and  he  has  introduced  feveral  things  foreign 
to  the  difpute,  as  if  he  wrote,  not  to  juftify  himfelf,  and  to  get  the 
better  of  the  argument,  but  to  deftroy  the  reputation  of  his  antagonift. 
It  is  therefore  incumbent  upon  me,  after  having  furnifhed  the  reader  with 
materials  for  judging  between  us  in  the  original  difpute,  to  confider 
fome  of  thefe  injurious  reflections,  left  they  fhould  be  fuppofed  unanfwer- 
able.  I  fhall  take  them  in  order,  as  they  occur. 

§  I.  In  his  introduction,  pag.  2,  3,  and  4,  he  complains  very  much  of 
a  poflfcript  which  I  had  written,  and  pretends  to  think  it  highly  probable , 
my  confcience  muft  have  rejected  what  my  pen  there  affirmed \  &c.  &c.  The 

fadt 
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fadt  was  this :  Dr.  Donald  Monro  wrote  a  letter  (See  App.  No.  IV.)  to  the 
authors  of  the  Critical  Review,  in  defence  of  his  brother,  December  7, 
1757,  which  they  fent  to  me  on  the  next  day,  and  I  immediately  wrote 
feme  remarks  upon  it.  In  two  days  after  this,  Dr.  Alexander  Monro 
came  to  town  in  his  return  from  Berlin.  I  then  imagined  that  fome  al¬ 
terations  might  be  made,  or  that  the  paper  might  be  recalled,  in  confe- 
quence  of  the  two  brothers  having  confidered  the  affair  together ;  I  gave 
notice  of  this  to  the  authors  of  the  Review,  and  begged  the  favour  of  them 
to  defer,  as  long  as  they  could,  printing  his  letter,  and  my  remarks.  On 
the  22ddayof  the  fame  month,  that  is  eight  days  after  Dr.  Alexander 
left  London,  I  was  informed  by  the  authors  of  the  Review,  that  they 
had  heard  no  more  from  Dr.  Donald  Monro,  and  that  they  could  no 
longer  defer  the  printing.  I  then  dated  my  remarks ;  and,  as  Dr.  Do¬ 
nald’s  letter  was  concluded  with  obferving,  that  it  was  doing  jujiice  to  a 
brother  who  was  not  prefent  to  anfwer  for  himfelf  I  put  down  this  poft- 
feript,  viz.  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  who  was  abroad  has  been  lately  in 
town ,  and  we  are  therefore  bound  to  believe  he  has  approved  of  the  fteps 
which  his  brother  has  taken  hi  his  defence.  Was  not  the  fadt  true,  and 
the  inference  both  natural  and  fair?  Muft  not  we  believe  that  his  brother 
told  him  what  he  had  juft  done  ;  and,  if  he  did  not  approve,  why  did 
he  not  ftop  the  proceeding  ?  Why  fhould  my  confcience  rejedl  what  my 
pen  here  affirmed  ?  Why  of  all  things  fhould  it  be  conftrued  calling  Dr. 
Donald's  veracity  in  quefion  f  But,  as  I  would  leave  as  much  as  poffible 
to  the  reader’s  determination,  I  will  only  beg  the  favour  of  him  now  to 
read  what  the  Dodtor  has  faid  upon  this  fubjedt  in  his  firft  four  pages. 
He  will  then  fee  what  I  was  to  expedt  from  fuch  a  fpirit  of  mifapprehen- 
fion  or  mifreprefentation. 

§  II.  I  muft  next  give  a  large  quotation  of  four  paragraphs,  which 
are  of  a  very  fmgular  nature,  and  feem  to  deferve  the  reader’s  attention. 
He  fays,  pag.  17. 

1 .  “  The  Dodtor  has  thought  proper  to  mention  the  refpect  and  civi- 
“  lities  he  fhewed  me  at  London,  with  the  appearance  indeed  of  compli- 
“  ment ;  which  he  has,  however,  fo  mifplaced,  that  fome  think  it  ra- 
“  ther  implies  a  reproach  of  my  ingratitude.  *. 

“  Now,  as  I  am  not  confcious  of  deferving  this  reproaeh,  I  fhall  ex- 
“  plain  to  the  reader  the  real  fenfe  of  thefe  civilities,  by  an  example  re- 
“  lating  to  the  prefent  fubjedt  j  and  allure  him,  that  I  could  produce  fe- 

veral 

“  *  Critical  Review,  pag.  438. 


30  Remarks  upon  fome  Extraordinary  Paragraphs 

4 4  veral  others  fuch  like,  if  not  to  myfelf,  to  thofe  at  leaft  in  whom  I 
“  mull;  think  myfelf  intereffced. 

2.  “  On  coming  to  London  I  prefented  my  Inaugural  Differtation  de 
“  Tejlibus  in  variis  Animalibus ,  to  the  Dodtor.  A  few  days  thereafter  he 
“  demonflrated  the  male  organs  ;  and,  among  other  things,  oblerved,  that 
“  fome  had  delcribed  remarkable  velfels  coming  off  from  the  epididymis , 
“  and  affirmed  that  they  were  feen  frequently  *  but  that,  for  his  part, 
“  he  had  made  a  confiderable  number  of  experiments,  and  that  he  never 
“  had  feen  any  fuch  veffels ;  and  that  he,  therefore,  very  much  queflioned 
“  if  fuch  difcoveries,  or  rather  pretences  to  difcoveries,  were  much  to 
“  be  trufled.  I  don’t  fay  thefe  very  words  were  ufed  by  him,  but  he 
“  fpoke  to  that  purpofe,  and  in  a  manner  which  cannot  well  be  defcri- 
“  bed ;  but  which,  with  his  never  citing  Dr.  Haller,  plainly  ffiewed  at 
“  whom  he  levelled.  Mod:  unluckily,  however,  for  the  Dodtor,  when  he 
“  handed  about  his  preparation,  I  evidently  faw  in  it  one  of  thefe  very  vef- 
“  fels,  as  conlpicuous  as  I  had  ever  oblerved  before ;  which  I  remarked 
“  to  Dr.  Farr,  now  phylician  at  Lymington,  who  chanced  to  lit  next  to 
“  me,  and  afterwards  particularly  to  Mr.  J.  Hunter,  brother  to  the 
“  Dodtor. 

3.  “  Whillf  this  ferves  as  a  fample  of  the  Dodtor’s  civilities  and  refpedt, 
“  it  may  at  the  fame  time  give  an  idea  of  his  accuracy  in  making  oblerva- 
“  tions,  and  circumfpedtion  in  drawing  conclufions. 

4.  <c  A  proof  too  of  the  Dodtor’s  candour  is,  that,  fince  that  time,  he 
“  demonhrates  fuch  velfels,  and  palfes  over  in  filence  by  whom  they 
“  were  firlt  remarked,  and  defcribed ;  or,  in  what  way,  or  by  whom, 
“  they  were  firlt  pointed  out  in  his  own  preparations  to  his  brother,  and 
“  fo  to  himfelf.” 

In  the  lad;  chapter  I  have  faid  with  what  a  difpodtion  I  received  Dr. 
Monro,  and  how  I  meant  to  behave  to  him  at  the  ledtures.  If  the  rea¬ 
der  believes  what  I  faid,  he  will  ealily  believe  what  I  mult  have  felt  in 
reading  thefe  four  paragraphs.  I  ffiall  examine  them  in  order. 

1 .  The  only  remark  which  I  lhall  make  upon  the  fil'd;  is,  that  I  am  forry 
I  cannot  altogether  clear  him  from  what  he  calls  the  implied  reproach. 
But  if  he.  thought  it  any  breach  of  the  relpedt  due  from  me  to  him,  or  to 
his  father,  that  I  differed  from  both  of  them  in  fome  anatomical  opini¬ 
ons, 

£c  *  I  before  mentioned  my  having  firlt  painted  fuch  a  vefiel  in  the  Philofophical  Eflays  of 
<£  Edinburgh,  Vrol.  I.  I  had  afterwards  given  three  or  four  figures  of  it  from  different  fub- 
in  my  Inaugural  Differtation.” 
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ons,  I  grant  that  he  muft  have  met  with  offence.  But  why  was  he  fo 
unreafonable  ?  Upon  all  thefe  occafions  I  meant  to  be  as  tender  as  pof- 
fible  ;  and  never  then  named  either  of  them,  that  the  point  itfelf  might 
be  coniidered,  and  not  the  author  of  the  opinion. 

2.  In  the  fecond  paragraph  he  gives  an  inftance  of  an  unmannerly  in- 
fult  received  from  me  at  my  leCture.  I  affure  him,  and  the  reader, 
upon  my  honour,  that  I  meant  nothing  lefs.  Thofe  who  know  me  will 
not,  I  hope,  readily  believe  that  I  was  very  unmannerly  before  a  nume¬ 
rous  affembly  to  a  perfon  who  behaved  like  a  gentleman,  who  was 
known  by  the  company  to  be  the  fon  of  my  old  matter,  and  who,  by  the 
rules  of  the  place,  was  not  at  liberty  to  fpeak  in  his  own  defence.  I  do 
not  pretend  to  fay  that  Dr.  Monro  did  not  feel  what  he  expreffes.  Where 
there  is  a  fore,  there  will  be  fome  tendernefs  :  but  I  declare  again,  that 
I  did  not  mean  to  hurt  him.  I  was  therefore  fhocked  at  the  imputation; 
and  afked  a  number  of  gentlemen,  for  the  fatisfaCtion  of  my  own  mind, 
if  they  could  recoiled!,  whether  what  I  then  faid  had  appeared  to  them  as 
it  feems  it  did  to  Dr.  Monro.  All  of  them  affured  me  that  there  was  no 
appearance  of  difrefpedt  to  the  author  of  the  opinion,  that  is,  to  Dr. 
Monro.  Very  fortunately,  there  happens  to  be  the  moil  unqueftionable 
evidence  in  my  favour,  that  the  nature  of  the  thing  could  admit  of.  It  is 
the  teflimony  of  a  gentleman  of  undoubted  underftanding  and  honour, 
who  was  prefent ;  and  who,  from  fome  circumftances  which  I  fir  all  pre¬ 
fen  tly  relate,  muft  have  been  without  prejudice  when  his  judgment  was 
formed,  and  who  could  not  poflibly  forget  what  that  judgment  was.  I 
fpeak  of  Dr.  Warren,  phyfician  to  St.  George’s  Hofpital.  The  account 
which  he  gave  me,  when  afked,  was  this  :  he  happened  not  to  know  who 
the  anatomift  was  that  had  defcribed  the  dudt  inqueflion ;  and  on  the  next 
day,  while  my  expreffions  and  manner  were  yet  frefh  in  his  memory,  lie 
was  afked  by  a  friend  to  Dr.  Monro,  whether  he  did  not  think  what  I 
then  faid  was  in  a  flighting  way.  He  gave  that  gentleman  his  opinion  free¬ 
ly,  but  in  the  negative;  and  fays  now,  that  he  is  fure  his  judgment  was 
unprejudiced,  becaufe  he  did  not  know  at  that  time  who  was  meant; 
and  is  fure  that  he  has  not  forgot,  becaufe  the  next  day’s  converfation  with 
Dr.  Monro’s  friend  made  a  deep  impreflion  upon  his  memory.  I  prefume 
the  reader  will  here  make  a  reflection,  or  two ;  and  therefore  I  will  not 
difturb  him  with  any  of  mine. 

I  come  next  to  confider  the  laft  part  of  the  fecond  paragraph,  viz. 
“  Molt  unluckily,  however,  for  the  DoCtor,”  6cc.  Some,  I  prefume, 

will 
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will  not  think  it  very  probable  that  Dr.  Monro,  with  one  glance  of  his 
eye,  fhould  plainly  fee  in  my  preparation,  when  inclofed  in  a  bottle,  what 
neither  I,  nor  my  brother,  who  had  injected,  difieded,  ftudied,  and 
handled  the  part,  knew  any  thing  of.  Dr.  Monro  did  indeed  mention  his 
opinion  about  that  preparation  to  my  brother ;  but  in  a  very  proper  man¬ 
ner,  and  received,  in  a  very  decent  way,  my  brother’s  anfwer,  viz.  That 
zt  was  n  of  a  dnCl  going  Jr  om  the  epididymis ,  but  a  little  procejs  or  projecting 
part  oj  the  epididymis  itfelf.  That  it  was  fo,  I  am  certain  from  feveral 
circumftances,  and  that  fuch  a  procefs  is  no  very  extraordinary  thing. 
Dr.  Monro  will  probably  know  when  he  has  had  fome  more  experience. 
But  that  I  might  anfwer  Dr.  Monro  with  fads,  rather  than  opinions,  my 
brother  took  the  preparation  out  of  the  bottle  before  proper  witnefies,  ex¬ 
amined  the  part  by  dilfedion,  and  gave  me  the  following  account :  “  I 
“  took  the  preparation  in  queftion  out  of  its  bottle,  in  prefence  of  Mr. 
“  Jones  and  Mr.  Blount,  Odober  9,  1758,  and  carefully  examined  by 
“  dilfedion  the  little  appendage  of  the  epididymis ,  which  Dr.  Monro 
“  had  Ipoke  of  to  me.  I  found  it  to  be  (what  I  always  took  it  for)  a  lit— 
“  tie  part  of  the  epididymis  projeding  beyond  the  reft,  as  a  little  procefs 
“  or  lobe.  I  unraveled  the  greateft  part  by  dilfedion,  and  obferved  that 
it  was  made  up  of  the  convolutions  of  the  common  excretory  canal. 
“  And  when  it  was  thus  unraveled,  we  faw  plainly  that  this  portion  of 
“  the  canal  came  out  from  one  part  of  the  epididymis  and  went  into  an- 
“  other ;  fo  that  it  could  not  polfibly  be  a  tube  or  dud  going  olf  from 
“  the  epididymis  to  any  other  part  of  the  bodyJ 

“  What  made  me  very  clear  in  my  opinion  from  the  firft,  was,  that  in 
“  injeding  this  tejlis  (the  firft  in  which  the  internal  tubidi  were  filled 
“  with  mercury)  I  attended  very  particularly  to  the  appearance  of  the 
“  quicklilver,  as  it  was  running  along  the  meanders  of  the  epididymis , 
“  and  obferved  this  procefs  fill  in  regular  progrefs  before  any  of  the  mer- 
“  cur y  got  beyond  it,  or  higher  :  and  without  doing  any  thing  more  than 
“  continuing  the  prelfure,  the  mercury  ran  afterwards  through  all  the  reft 
“  of  the  epididymis ,  and  into  moft  of  the  internal  tubuli.  Now,  if  it  had 
«  been  a  dud  going  off  from  the  part,  it  was  fo  large,  and  admitted  the 
“  quicklilver  fo  readily  in  the  beginning  of  the  procefs,  that  the  mer- 
“  cury  mull  have  run  out,  or  filled  this  dud  fome  way  up  the  fpermatic 
“  cord,  much  fooner  than  run  thro’  the  {lender  and  long-winding  tubes  at 
**  the  upper  end  of  the  epididymis  and  in  the  body  of  the  tejlis .” 

3.  After  what  has  been  laid,  it  will  be  unneceffaiy  forme  to  make 

.  any 
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ftny  remarks  upon  the  third  paragraph  of  the  quotation  from  Dr.  Monro. 
I  will  only  beg  of  the  reader  to  make  his  own  obfer  vat  ions  and  draw  his 
own  conclufions. 

4.  I  fhall  now  anfwer  the  fourth  and  laft  paragraph,  viz.  “  A  proof 
“  too  of  the  Doctor’s  candour  is,  that,  fince  that  time,  he  demonftrates 
“  fuch  velfels,  and  palfes  over  in  filence  by  whom  they  were  firft  re- 
“  marked^  and  defcribed  ;  or,  in  what  way,  or  by  whom,  they  were 
“  lirft  pointed  out  in  his  own  preparations  to  his  brother,  and  fo  to 
“  himfelf.”  The  fhort  and  plain  anfwer  is,  that  this  alfertion  is  direcftly, 
and  altogether  contrary  to  truth  and  fa<ft.  I  never  faw  fuch  velfels  in  my 
life,  (I  mean  any  other  than  lymphatics)  I  never  Ihewed,  nor  pretended 
to  fhew  them  in  my  life,  either  at  lecture,  or  any  where  elfe ;  and  I 
always  was  inclined  to  believe,  and  am  fo  to  this  day,  that  no  fuch  velfels 
exift ;  and  that  Dr.  Monro  had  taken  a  common  lymphatic  of  the  part 
for  fome  remarkable  tube,  which  hitherto  had  efcaped  the  purfuit  of 
anatomifts.  In  my  autumnal  courfe  of  1758,  foon  after  Dr.  Monro’s 
pamphlet  was  publilhed,  I  did  myfelf  juftice  with  regard  to  this  accufa- 
tion,  in  prefence  of  feveral  gentlemen  who  had  attended  all  my  courfeslince 
Dr.  Monro’s  going  to  Berlin  ;  and  called  upon  them  to  witnefs  (which 
they  readily  then  did)  that  in  every  courfe  during  that  time,  I  fpoke 
of  thofe  velfels  in  the  manner  I  have  juft  related.  The  only  excufe  I  can 
polllbly  fuggeft  for  this  bare-faced  alfertion  is,  that  Dr.  Monro  was  fo 
informed.  But  even  upon  that  fuppolition  he  was  inexcufable  for  af- 
ferting  it  abfolutely,  as  it  affected  another  perfon’s  chara&er  fo  materially. 
He  furely  ought  to  have  conlidered  that  his  information  might  be  falfe, 
either  from  fome  miftake  at  firft,  or  in  the  conveyance ;  or  that  it  might 
be  fome  malevolent  mifreprefentation.  If  I  am  not  milinformed,  he  knows 
inftances  of  the  laft  kind  with  regard  to  me.  For  example,  he  knows,  I 
believe,  that  a  young  profelfor  attended  my  lectures,  and  fometime  after¬ 
wards  read  lectures  himfelf*.  Among  other  inftances  of  difinge- 

F  nuous 

*  To  underfland  this  anecdote,  the  reader  ought  to  know  that  there  is  among  my  prepa¬ 
rations  a  tongue,  one  half  of  which  is  inje&ed  and  the  other  not;  fo  that  the  one  half  is  red 
and  the  other  white.  The  line  of  divifion  is  ftrait,  and  exaftly  in  the  middle.  "The foramen 
caecum  is  very  confpicuous.  I  have  often  lent  it  round  at  lecture,  as  a  fpecimen  of  that  foramen ; 
and  judging  it  ufeful  to  illuftrate  difeafes,  and  to  ftamp  them  upon  the  memory  of  lludents, 
by  objedls  of  fight,  whenever  it  can  be  done,  I  ufed  generally  then  to  fpeak  of  the  hemiplegia, 
in  the  following  manner.  If  we  fnppofe  the  nerves  of  each  fde  to  terminate  exactly  in  one  half  of 
the  'body,  we  fee  how  in  the  palfy  of  one  fule  the  fenfble  and  infenfible  halves  will  be  divided  by  an 
exact  jniddle  line . 
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nuous  behaviour,  he  fhewed  his  pupils  a  tongue,  one  half  of  which  was 
inje&ed,  the  other  not,  and  faid,  (as  I  was  informed)  “  Dr.  Hunter 
“  fhews  fuch  a  preparation  as  this  in  his  ledtures  to  explain  the  hemiplegia 
and  with  a  fneer  added,  ((  but  I  have  always  looked  upon  the  hemiplegia 
“  as  a  difeafe  of  the  nerves ,  not  of  the  blood-vefi'els .” 

§  III.  The  next  thing  to  be  confidered  in  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet,  is 
what  he  fays  of  the  lymphatic  glands,  pag.  38,  39,  and  40.  I  fhould 
have  palled  it  over,  with  fome  other  things  of  the  fame  kind,  if  Pro- 
feflor  Monro  fen.  *  had  not  delired  to  know  what  I  had  done  upon  this 
lubjedt.  • 

I  had  made  no  fatisfadlory  obfervations  upon  the  lymphatic  glands  for 
feveral  years  after  I  had  read  ledtures,  and  therefore  never  took  upon  me 
to  decide  between  Nuck  and  Ruyfch,  whether  they  were  cellular  or  only 
vafcular.  All  this,  as  well  as  the  manner  in  which  the  ladteals  and  lym¬ 
phatics  pafs  through  them,  I  profelfedly  gave  from  authors,  and  not  from 
my  own  obfervations.  My  brother  found  out,  to  the  belt  of  my  recol¬ 
lection,  in  the  year  1753*  or  J754»  ^at  he  could  fill  thefe  glands  uni¬ 
formly,  and  the  lymphatic  vefiels  going  from  them,  by  pufhing  a  pipe 
into  their  fubftance,  as  Dr.  Nicholls  had  done  in  the  tejiis..  When  exa¬ 
mined  in  this  way,  they  have  exactly  the  appearance  that  Nuck  defcribes. 
After  I  had  feen  this  experiment  repeated  to  my  fatisfadlion,  I  mentioned 
it  in  my  lectures,  and  then  confirmed  what  Nuck  had  faid,  from  my 
own  obfervation.  Having  found  out  fo  eafy  a  method,  my  brother 
then  intended  to  have  difcovered  or  afcertained  the  jlrutture,  and ,  if 
pojjibky  the  nfe  of  the.  lymphatic  glands  ;  to  have  traced  the  lymphatic  vejjels 
all  ever  the  body ,  and  to  have  given  a  compleat  defeription  and figure  of  the 
•whole  abforbing  Jyftem .  This  he  propofed  to  accomplilh,  as  his  other 
employments  fhould  permit.  He  occafionally  filled  thefe  glands  with  air, 
with  mercury,  and  with  foft  wax.  They  always  appeared  to  be  cellular, 
and  the  lymphatics  to  pafs  through  them  in  the  manner  that  was  com¬ 
monly  fuppofed.  To  fee  more  exactly  how  thefe  things  were,  he  in¬ 
jected  fome  with  wax,  and  then  fteeped  them  in  fpirits  of  fea-falt  for 
corrofion  :  but  he  learnt  nothing  of  them  by  this  experiment  ;  for  in 
wafhing  they  all  crumbled  to  bits,  not  only  the  fuppofed  cellular  part, 
but  the  vifible  branches  of  the  lymphatic  vefiels  :  which  was  occafioned, 
as  he  imagined,  by  the  frequency  or  number  of  valves  in  them  interfer¬ 
ing  the  column  of  wax.  As  he  wifhed  not  to  be  anticipated,  I  treated 

the 
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the  fubjett  lightly  at  my  lectures,  and  to  the  belt  of  my  remembrance, 
only  mentioned  his  manner  of  filling  the  glands,  and  the  eafy  method 
of  railing  the  vellels  wherever  there  are  fuch  glands,  and  his  opinion 
of  the  thoracic  dud;  climbing  fo  far  as  the  upper  cava ,  inftead  of  ter¬ 
minating  immediately  into  the  lower,  viz.  that  the  chyle  was  carried  a 
great  way  before  it  was  poured  into  the  blood,  probably  for  the  fake  of 
being  fir  ft  mixed  with  almofl  all  the  lymph  of  the  body.  Both  thefe 
obfervations  I  made  as  from  my  brother,  when  Dr.  Monro  attended  me ; 
and  when  the  hurry  of  difledtions  was  pretty  well  over  in  the  fpring, 
my  brother  fat  about  a  preparation,  which  he  propofed  as  a  balls  for  his 
intended  defcription  and  figure  of  the  absorbing  fyftem .  Dr.  Smith  of 
Oxford  happened  to  be  in  town  at  that  time,  and  being  much  pleafed 
with  the  intention  and  with  the  preparation,  was  frequently  in  the  dif¬ 
fering  room  while  my  brother  was  differing,  and  while  Mr.  Riemsdyk 
was  making  the  drawing  *  :  fo  were  many  gentlemen  of  our  acquaint¬ 
ance,  befides  ftudents. 

In  that  preparation  and  figure,  the  lymphatic  velfels  from  the  ham 
upwards  to  the  thoracic  dur  were  feen,  as  well  as  the  inguinal  and  lum¬ 
bar  glands,  all  the  larger  lareals  at  the  root  of  the  mefentery,  the  re- 
ceptaculum  cbyli ,  (or  what  is  fo  called)  and  the  thoracic  dur,  all  I  fay, 
finely  filled  with  mercury.  So  far  my  brother  had  gone.  A  very  indiffe¬ 
rent  hate  of  health,  the  effer  of  too  much  application  to  anatomy,  which 
obliged  him  to  be  much  in  the  country,  other  unavoidable  avocations. 
Dr.  Meckel’s  publication  upon  the  lymphatic  glands,  and  a  dillike  of 
having  any  difpute  with  Dr.  Monro,  which,  by  his  father’s  letter  in  the 
Critical  Review  feemed  to  be  threatened,  all  thefe  things,  I  fay,  have 
from  that  time  made  him  lay  afide  the  fcheme  ;  and  he  will  hereafter 
finilh  it,  or  not,  as  he  may  think  proper. 

F  2  After 

*  In  feveral  parts  of  his  book  Dr.  Monro  has  proved  logically,  that  my  ccnclujions  were 
contradiftecl  by  premifes,  and  therefore  from  me  they  were  unjuflifiable  :  yet  thefe  very  conclufiont 
were  found  to  be  right,  when  he  had  taken  a  great  deal  of  pains  and  drawn  them  from  proper 
premifes.  He  muft  furely  wonder  how  I  had  hit  upon  fuch  truths,  without  making  any  ob¬ 
fervations  or  experiments,  and  without  any  ideas  of  relation,  connexion,  and  inference. 
Call  it  a  power,  a  gift,  fecond  fight,  or  what  you  pleafe,  it  is  fomethrng  that  has  fet  me 
right  feveral  times.  I  fhall  give  an  inftance  of  its  influence.  At  the  time  my  brother  was 
working  upon  this  preparation,  I  told  Dr.  Smith,  (but  in  confidence,  as  he  remembers)  that 
Dr.  Monro  would  next  undertake  the  lymphatic  glands.  'I  his  prediction  was  to  be  fure  at  that 
time  againft  all  human  reafon  or  probability:  it  was  a  conclujion  contradicted  by  premifes ,  and 
yet  the  very  thing  happened.  See  his  note,  pag.  40. 
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After  giving  this  account  of  what  was  publicly  done  concerning 
the  lymphatic  glands,  I  fhall  make  fome  remarks  on  this  part  of  the 
Doctor’s  pamphlet.  He  quotes,  (pag.  38.)  that  experiment  of  blowing 
or  pouring  mercury  into  the  gland,  and  then  lays,  “  Dr.  Hunter’s  affum- 
“  ing  this  experiment  as  his  own,  is  certainly  either  the  mod;  undeniable 
“  proof  of  ignorance  of  what  had  been  already  done  upon  the  fubjedt,  or 
“  the  mod  palpable  invalion  of  the  property  of  our  fore-fathers,,  if  the  ex- 
“  predion  can  be  allowed,  that  has  ever  perhaps  appeared  in  print.”  How 
does  the  Profedor  prove  this  Jlrong  afjertion  $  He  prates  about  Nuck  and 
Cowper,  and  finifhes  with  the  following  dourifh  ;  “  From  which  it  was 
“  reafonable  to  conclude,  that  he,  (Dr.  Hunter)  had  not  made  any  fuch 
“  experiment ;  and  that  he  was  but  the  .echo  of  Nuck  or  Cowper.” 
Now,  do  Nuck  and  Cowper  fay  that  they  plowed  or  injedted  mercury  by  a 
pipe  introduced  into  the  lymphatic  gland  ?  No,  neither  of  them  fays  fo  ; 
neither  of  them  ever  did  it,  or  knew  that  it  could  be  done,  fo  as  to  fill 
the  lymphatic  velfels,  and  what  they  call  the  cells  of  the  gland.  They 
both  injedted  the  mercury  by  fmall  pipes  introduced  into  the  lymphatic 
vefiels.  What  a  fhameful  mifreprefentation  is  this  in  Dr.  Monro,  after 
fuch  a  diredt  and  full  afiertion  that  “  My  taking  the  experiment  as  my 
“  own  was  either  the  moil  undeniable  proof  of  ignorance  of  what  had 
“  been  done  upon  the  lubjedt,  or  the  mod  palpable  invafion  of  the  pro- 
“  perty  of  our  forefathers,  that  has  ever  perhaps  appeared  in  print.” 
That  he  fhould  expofe  himfelf  thus  to  the  world  !  That  his  father  fhould 
fuffer  him  to  do  fo  ! 

In  his  next  page,  (viz.  39.)  he  appears  with  great  advantage,  (as  he 
feems  to  think)  in  proving  that  this  experiment  is  no  evidence  of  the 
lymphatics  being  abforbents,  and  that  therefore  Dr.  Hunter  bad  better 
omitted  to  mention  it  in  proof  of  the  general  doctrine  of  the  lymphatics  being 
abforbents.  Dr.  Hunter  never  thought  it  any  proof  of  that  dodtrine, 
nor  ever  mentioned  it  as  fuch.  He  mentioned  it  in  his  ledtures,  as  a 
new  experiment  that  might  be  ufeful,  and  as  an  eafy  method  of  exhibiting 
the  lymphatics  :  and  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Review  mentioned  it 
without  any  diredt  application.  A  word  to  the  wife,  they  fay,  is  enough  ; 
but  Dr.  Monro  would  not  take  a  hint.  The  experiment  was  mentioned, 
we  may  fuppofe,  that  he  might  not  (among  other  things)  take  it  to  him¬ 
felf.  Yet  he  has  done  fo  in  the  note  of  his  39th  page;  and  it  appears 
that  he  did  fo  at  Edinburgh  in  1755,  for  he  then  told  Dr.  Black  the  ex¬ 
periment,  and  has  got  Dr.  Black’s  certificate  of  having  done  fo.  Would 
he  have  done  this,  if  it  had  been  an  experiment  to  be  found  in  Nuck  or 

Cowper  ? 
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Cowper  ?  Did  he  then  learn  this  experiment  (among  many  other  things) 
at  Edinburgh  from  Dr.  Hunter’s  pupils  ?  Can  we  doubt,  if  we  trace  him 
a  little  upon  the  fubjedt  ?  It  is  plain  that  in  the  fummer  1753,  he  did 
not  know  this  experiment,  or  eafy  method  of  filling  the  lymphatics. 
“  In  fummer,  1753,”  fays  he,  pag.  22.  “  I  firft  attempted  to  fill  the  lym- 
“  phatic  veffels  with  quickfilver,  introduced  by  pipes  put  into  openings 
“  made  into  fome  of  their  fmaller  branches.  But  not  fucceeding  well 
“  in  this  manner,  I  then  tried  to  injedt  them  in  the  reverfe  way  from 
“  .the  thoracic  dudt,  in  hopes  that  the  quickfilver  would  pafs  their  valves, 

“  as  it  frequently  did  thofe  of  the  heart  and  large  arteries  : - but,  af- 

<c  ter  feveral  experiments,  I  was  convinced  that  this  was  impracticable. 

« - But,  as  I  greatly  wifhed  to  have  fome  preparation  of  thefe  vefj'els ,  I 

t(  next  endeavoured,  in  imitation  of  Nuck,  Cowper,  Sec.”  (Reader  at¬ 
tend  !)  “  to  fill  them  from  the  arteries - but  with  no  better  luccefs. — 

“  At  laft  I  thought  of  employing  what  the  painters  call  fize,  (a  thin 

“  glue)  from  which  I  flattered  myfelf  with  great  expectations - but 

“  was  likewife  difappointed  in  feveral  trials  which  I  made  with  it,”  Sec. 
To  make  the  ftory  fliort,  he  at  length  filled  them  in  a  tefis,  from  the  ar¬ 
tery  by  extravafation. 

Well  then,  the  Profeffor  allows  that  in  fummer  1753,  though  he 
greatly  wijloed  to  have  fome  preparations  of  the  lymphatic  vejj'els ,  and  made 
all  the  ufe  he  could  of  Nuck,  Cowper,  See.  yet  he  could  not  injedt  them 
either  with  air,  quickfilver,  or  thin  glue.  He  did  not  then  know  (and 
Nuck  and  Cowper  could  not  tell  him)  the  eafy  method  of  exhibiting  and 
injeEling  lymphatics  by  throwing  air  or  mercury  into  the  lymphatic  glands . 
So  far  is  clear.  Now  let  us  fee  when  he  firft  difeovered  it  :  for  after  fo 
many  difficult  and  unfuccefsful  methods,  furely  he  would  be  much  pleafed 
when  he  found  out  this  eafy  method.  But  he  does  not  venture  to  tell 
us  how  or  when  he  found  it  out,  would  have  had  it  pafs  quietly  for  his 
own,  and  when  he  finds  it  challenged  by  Dr.  Hunter,  gives  it  to  Nuck 
or  Cowper,  as  you  fhall  fee. 

In  the  year  1755,  he  knew  this  experiment  (from  Dr.  Hunter’s  pu¬ 
pils  fuppofe)  and  procured  Dr.  Black’s  certificate  in  the  following  words’ 
(pag.  28.)  “You  told  me  at  the  fame  time,  that  an  eafy  method  of  ex- 
“  hibiting  the  lymphatics  is,  to  fill  the  cells  of  the  conglobate  glands 
“  with  air,  which  pafies  freely  into  fuch  lymphatics  as  rife  from  them, 
“  to  take  their  courfe  towards  the  ladteal  fac.”  From  which  it  is  plain, 
that  he  was  communicating  it  as  a  new  experiment,and  as  his  own  and  it 

waa 
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was  understood  fo  by  Dr.  Black,  as  appears  by  his  letter  to  me  on  that 
Subject,  in  which  he  fays  :  4 4  So  far  as  I  can  remember  when  he  laid 
4 4  that  he  could  raife  the  lymphatics  in  this  way,  he  told  it  me  as  a  piece 
“  of  anatomical  news,  or  as  a  curious  anatomical  fadt,  which  I  imagined 
“  was  a  difcovery  of  his  own.”  In  his  39th  page,  he  fays  in  a  note  : 
“  Tearing  the  outer  membrane  of  the  conglobate  glands,  and  breaking 
“  their  fubftance  and  pouring  in  mercury,  had  been  my  common  way 
“  of  Shewing  the  ladteals  of  the  Second  order,  or  lymphatics  going  for- 
“  wards  from  them,  as  Dr.  Black  obferves  in  his  letter.”  You  fee,  he 
fays  it  had  been  his  common  way.  Now  it  was  not  his  common  way  in 
the  year  1753,  as  we  have  proved  from  himfelf ;  he  does  not  venture  to 
tell  us  how  long  this  had  been  his  common  way ,  or  how  he  found  it  out, 
but  would  have  had  it  pafs  for  his  own  observation  (in  his  common  way ) ; 
And  when  he  found  that  Dr.  Hunter  took  it  to  himfelf,  (or  rather  gave  it  to 
his  brother)  he  tells  us,  with  a  good  aflurance,  (his  common  way )  that  it 
was  e<  either  the  mod:  undeniable  proof  of  ignorance  of  what  was  done 
“  upon  the  fubjedt,  or  the  mod:  palpable  invadon  of  the  property  of  our 
fore-fathers,  that  has  ever  perhaps  appeared  in  print  f  ’  then  lays  down  his 
fadts  or  proofs  (in  his  common  way )  of  a  cock  and  a  bull,  and  Cowper  and 
Nuck,  and  concludes  (in  his  comjnon  way)  that  Dr.  Hunter  had  not  made 
any  fuch  experiment ,  and  that  he  was  but  the  echo  of  Nuck  or  Cowper. 

The  next  thing  that  occurs  in  Dr.  Monro’s  pamphlet  will  require  a 
whole  chapter  for  its  difcuffion. 


CHAP.  V. 

Of  Absorption  by  Veins. 

Dll.  Monro  has  taken  a  great  deal  of  pains  to  difcredk  me  upon  a 
variety  of  fubjedts,  which  he  might  have  known  I  fhould  not  chufe  to 
diipute  with  him.  Upon  thefe  occaiions  he  mifreprefents  the  fadts,  puts 
what  words  he  thinks  proper  in  my  mouth,  gives  out  opinions  as  mine 
which  he  diould  have  known  to  be  not  fo  ;  and  then  thews  his  parts  and 
his  reading  in  confuting  them.  He  would  have  loft  nothing  had  he  difput- 
ed  with  more  modedy,  and  learnt  to  bear  what  he  thought  a  triumph  with 
more  moderation.  We  fhall  take  his  chapter,  page  55,  Of  abforption  by 

the 


Of  Absorption  by  Veins.  39 

the  branches  of  the  red  veins,  as  an  example  of  this  fort  of  dealing  with 
me.  Pray,  reader,  flop  here  a  few  minutes,  and  confider  that  chapter 
carefully  :  it  confifts  but  of  a  few  pages. 

He  makes  me  aflert  that  the  red  veins  do  not  abforb,  and  then  you  fee 
how  he  treats  me,  and  triumphs.  What  foundation  has  he  for  making 
me  the  father  of  this  hypothecs  ?  He  quotes  the  Critical  Review.  Look 
to  the  place,  and  you  will  find  he  refers  to  fome  notes  written  by  the  au¬ 
thors  of  the  Critical  Review ;  not  to  any  work  of  mine.  Now,  fuppofe 
I  had  written  thefe  notes  ;  yet  as  they  appeared  under  another  name,  and 
as  he  could  not  prove,  or  certainly  know  them  to  be  mine,  furely  he  had 
no  right  to  ufe  my  name  with  the  freedom  he  has  done.  A  gentleman 
would  not  have  done  fo  for  my  fake  ;  a  man  of  fenfe  would  not  have  done 
fo  for  his  own  fake.  But  the  truth  is,  that  I  knew  nothing  of  thofe 
notes,  diredlly  or  indiredlly,  till  I  read  them  in  print :  the  authors  of  the 
Critical  Review  know  this  to  be  true,  and  give  me  leave  to  fay  fo  in  the 
ftrongefl  manner  I  pleafe*.  To  fhew  Dr.  Monro  in  his  true  colours,  I 
mull  go  farther  dill,  and  tell  the  reader  that  he  muff  have  known  this  was 
not  an  opinion  or  hypothefi s  that  I  maintained.  He  attended  all  my  lec¬ 
tures.  I  appeal  to  all  the  MS  notes  of  my  lectures,  and  to  all  my  pupils. 
Let  them  recoiled:  or  look  into  the  fecond  ledure ;  they  will  find  that  I 
fay  of  veins,  they  begin  from  arteries ;  2 .  from  furfaces  or  cavities  as  ab¬ 
forb  ents  :  and  when  upon  the  mefenteric  veins,  they  may  remember  I  ex¬ 
plained  the  common  dodrine,  and  commonly  produced  the  drawing  of 
a  little  hydraulic  machine  of  Dr.  Lieberkuhn,  by  way  of  illuflration  ;  and 
that  I  went  no  farther  in  oppofition  to  the  common  opinion,  than  to  fay 
that  I  was  not  fatisfied,  that  I  had  doubts,  that  all  my  obfervations  were 
again!!  the  common  hypothefis,,  but  that  I  did  not  take  upon  me  to  fay 
it  was  not  the  truth. 

,  Indeed,  in  both  my  courfes  of  the  winter  1759-60,  I  went  fo  far  as 
to  fay,  I  believed  that  the  red  veins  did  not  abforb,  and  gave  my  reafons 
for  thinking  fo  :  but  this  was  long  after  Dr.  Monro’s  publication. 

In  different  parts  of  my  ledures  I  ufed  to  treat  of  the  tranfudation  and. 
abforption  of  fluids  in  animal  bodies  in  the  following  manner  : 

“  I  have 

*  The  Profeflor  has  been  followed  through  fo  many  mortifying  fituations,  that  it  is  high 
time  to  fhew  him  fome  pity.  The  reader  is  therefore  intreated  to  ccmpaffionate  the  diftrefs 
which  he  muff  have  been  in,  when  he  thought  of  quoting  thofe  notes  in  the  Critical  Review 
as  my  words ,  in  order  to  make  his  defence  j  which  he  has  done  in  fix  different  places,  viz.  pag, 
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“  I  have  often  confidered  with  myfelfhow  the  interfiicial  fluid  gets 
“  into  the  fmaller  and  greater  cavities  of  our  bodies  ;  how  the  water  of 
“  an  anafarca,  for  inftance,  gets  into  the  cellular  membrane.  The  com- 
“  mon  opinion,  I  think,  is,  that  there  are  every  where  exhalant  arteries, 
“  which  open  and  terminate  on  the  fuperficies  of  fuch  cavities,  and  throw 
“  out  the  watery  fluid  which  they  contain.  But  for  my  own  part,  I 
‘ *  cannot  help  believing  that  it  is  intirely  by  tranfudation  through  the 
“  coats  or  fldes  of  the  veflels.  My  reafons  for  thinking  fo  are  thefe  : 

“  Firft,  fo  far  as  I  can  find,  all  the  arguments  of  the  latefl:  and  befl 
“  anatomifts,  taken  from  injecting  the  arterial  fyfiem  in  dead  and  living 
“  bodies,  only  prove  that  a  thin  fluid  pafies  readily  from  the  arteries  into 
“  the  interfiles  of  parts.  They  do  not  prove  the  exiftence  of  exhaling 
“  branches,  no  more  than  they  prove  tranfudation. 

“  In  the  fecond  place,  the  phenomena  of  injections,  fo  far  as  I  have 
“  been  able  to  make  obfervations,  agree  better  with  the  notion  of  tranfuda- 
((  tion  than  with  that  of  exhaling  arteries.  I  have  had  great  experience 
“  of  injections,  and  I  have  made  experiments  with  all  forts  of  fluids  in- 
“  jeCted  into  the  arteries  and  veins  of  dead  bodies.  I  have  always  ob- 
“  ferved  that  fubtile  and  penetrating  fluids  pafs  with  eafe  from  the  ar- 
**  teries  into  the  cavity  of  the  inteftines,  and  into  the  cellular  membrane 
“  in  any  part  of  the  body  :  fuch  fluids  are  water,  gum  water,  whites 
“  of  eggs  firained,  glue,  ifinglafs  diflblved  in  water  or  fpirits,  any  fluid 
M  oifi  melted  butter  or  axunge,  &c.  But  when  thefe  fluids  were  co- 
“  loured  with  vermilion,  I  always  obferved  that  none  of  the  vermilion 
“  oafled  out  of  the  arterial  fyfiem,  but  when  there  were  manifefi  ap- 
“  pearances  of  extravafation  and  rupture  of  the  veflels  :  I  never  obferved 
"  vermilion  pafs  into  the  cavity  of  an  intefiine  from  the  mefenteric  ar- 
teries,  without  feeing  a  hundred  ruptures  and  extravafations  in  the  villi 
“  of  the  gut.  All  this  looks  as  if  the  fluid  oozed  through  the  coats, 
“  rather  than  was  poured  out  by  the  branches  of  arteries. 

“  In  the  third  place,  I  have  obferved  that  the  cellular  membrane  is  not 
“  fo  immediately  filled  by  injeCting  the  arteries ;  it  requires  fome  time, 
“  and  I  have  plainly  feen,  when  I  have  let  an  injeCted  part  lie  bye  a  lit— 
“  tie  while,  that  the  cellular  membrane  became  gradually  more  loaded 
“  as  the  arterial  fyfiem  became  more  empty ;  a  firong  argument,  in  my 
“  mind,  that  it  got  out  of  the  arteries  by  tranfudation. 

“  In  the  fourth  place,  water,  and  even  red  blood  foaks  through  all  our 
“  veflels  and  membranes  in  dead  bodies ;  as  you  may  fee  by  fieeping  the 
(i  apex  of  a  heart  well  wafhed,  or  the  convolution  of  a  piece  of  frefh 
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in  clear  water  ;  in  both  cafes  the  water 


4i 

will  become 


intefline 
bloody. 

“  But  flill  it  is  faid  that  in  all  thefe  cafes  the  fluids  pafs  by  fine  exhal¬ 
ing  vefiels,  though  thefe  vefiels  cannot  befeen.  To  this  I  anfwer,  that 
if  our  interflitial  fluid  was  of  a  flrong  marked  colour,  we  fhould  then 
by  diffedlion  be  able  to  obferve  whether  it  was  poured  out  by  fmall 
arteries,  or  whether  it  foaked  through  the  natural  pores  in  the  coats 
t(  of  vefiels.  Now  very  fortunately  for  us  in  this  difpute,  there  is  one 
fuch  fluid  in  the  body ;  it  is  the  bile.  Its  colour  is  pretty  deep,  and 
very  different  from  any  thing  that  lies  near  the  gall  bladder.  No  man 
can  have  opened  any  number  of  bodies,  without  allowing  that  the  gall 
does  pafs  in  living  bodies  through  all  the  coats  of  the  gall  bladder, 
and  pervades  the  fubflance  of  the  neighbouring  parts,  not  by 
exhaling  nor  by  inhaling  vefiels,  but  by  manifefl  tranfudation  or 
foaking. 

"  It  might  be  afked,  why  the  red  blood  does  not  tranfude  through  the 
vefiels  in  living  bodies,  for  I  think  it  certainly  does  not.  In  anfwer  to 
this  it  may  be  faid,  that  our  fibres  and  vefiels  have  perhaps  fome  de¬ 
gree  of  tenfion  and  firmnefs  in  life,  which  they  lofe  with  life  ;  and  it 
muff  be  obferved  too,  that  in  proportion  as  the  blood  putrifies  it  be¬ 
comes  thinner ;  whence  we  fee,  in  opening  a  putrid  body,  all  the  cavi¬ 
ties  more  or  lefs  filled  with  a  bloody  water,  and  all  diflindlion  of  co¬ 
lour  in  the  mufcles  and  cellular  membrane  quite  loft.  But  what  I 
fuppofe  to  be  the  principal  reafon  that  red  blood  does  not  tranfude 
through  the  vefiels  in  living  bodies,  is  its  glutinous  quality,  its  thick- 
nefs  while  it  is  equally  mixed  up  with  its  coagulating  part.  That 
part  coagulates  as  certainly  as  the  blood  ftagnates  even  in  living  bo¬ 
dies  ;  and  when  the  universal  flagnation  happens  in  death,  this  part 
t(  of  the  blood  collects  itfelf  into  irregular  polypi  and  coagulations  all 
**  over  the  body,  and  the  reft  of  the  blood  is  no  longer  the  thick  vifcid 
“  fluid  it  was  before,  but  rather  a  bloody  ferum ,  that  will  ooze  through 
“  all  the  vefiels  and  membranes.” 

Such  were  my  notions  of  the  fource  of  our  interflitial  fluid.  With 
regard  to  its  abforption,  I  was  of  opinion  that  nature  had  provided  a  fyflem 
on  purpofe,  viz.  the  lymphatics.  I  confidered  thefe  vefiels  and  the 
ladfeals  as  an  appendage  to  the  venal  fyflem,  by  which  the  flores  were 
brought  in  for  fupplying  the  circulation  5  and  the  glands  and  fecretory 
vefiels  all  over  the  body,  I  confidered  as  an  appendage  to  the  arterial 
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fyfiem,  by  which  the  proper  reparations  were  made,  and  the  redundan¬ 
cies  thrown  off. 

My  only  doubt  was,  whether  the  veins  did  or  did  not  abforb  a  certain 
quantity,  efpecically  in  the  inteftines.  From  my  own  obfervations  on 
injections,  I  Ihould  have  concluded  that  they  did  not,  and  that  there  was 
no  pafiage  for  liquors  between  an  inteftine  and  the  mefenteric  veins* 
otherwife  than  by  tranludation.  But  authors  of  the  belt  credit  had  given 
fuch  arguments  and  experiments  in  favour  of  abforption  by  veins,  that  I 
dared  not,  even  in  my  own  mind,  determine  the  queflion. 

At  this  time  my  brother  was  deeply  engaged  in  phyfiological  enquiries, 
in  making  experiments  on  living  animals,  and  in  profecuting  compara¬ 
tive  anatomy,  with  great  accuracy  and  application.  It  is  well  known 
that  I  fpeak  of  him  with  moderation,  when  I  fay  fo.  Fie  took  the  fub- 
jedt  of  abforption  into  his  confideration,  and  from  all  his  obfervations, 
was  inclined  to  believe,  that  in  the  human  body  there  was  one,  and  but 
one  fyflem  of  veffels  for  abforption  :  he  knew  fo  well  that  many  things 
had  been  afferted  by  one  perfon  after  another,  which  were  not  true, 
that  fo  many  miftakes  had  been  made  from  inattention,  fo  many  errors 
introduced  from  other  caufes,  that  he  could  eafily  fuppofe  the  veins 
might  not  perhaps  abforb,  after  all  the  demonflrations  that  had  been 
given  of  the  fadt ;  and  therefore  was  determined  to  fee  how  far  this 
point  could  be  cleared  up  by  plain  experiments  and  obfervations.  With 
that  intention  he  made  the  following  experiments,  in  my  prefence,  and 
in  prefence  of  a  number  of  gentlemen,  who  all  of  us  affifted  him,  and 
made  our  own  obfervations  upon  what  paft  before  us.  I  fhall  quote  the 
experiments  from  him,  and  can  bear  teftimony  to  the  fairnefs  with 
which  they  were  made,  and  with  which  they  are  here  related. 

ANIMAL  FIRST. 

“  Experiment  I.  On  the  third  of  November  1758  fays  he, 
“  I  opened  the  belly  of  a  living  dog.  The  inteftines  rufhed  out  im- 
"  mediately.  I  expofed  them  fully  and  we  obferved  the  ladteals  filled 
“  with  a  white  liquor  at  the  upper  part  of  the  gut  and  mefentery ; 
“  but  in  thole  which  came  from  the  ileon  and  colon  the  liquor  was 
“  tranfparent. 

**  I  tied  up  the  mefenteric  artery  and  vein  that  was  going  to  about  half 

“  a  foot 

*  In  prefence  of  Do&ors  Clayton,  Fordyce,  and  Michaelfon,  and  MelT.  Blount,  Jones, 
Churchill,  and  Richardfon, 
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te  a  foot  of  intefline,  and  put  a  tight  ligature  upon  the  upper  part  of 
“  the  intefline,  including  a  little  of  the  mefentery,  then  emptied  that 
“  part  of  the  gut  by  fqueezing  it  downwards,  and  put  a  limilar  ligature 
“  upon  the  lower  part  of  the  gut.  In  the  next  place,  I  made  a  fmall  hole 
“  in  the  upper  end  of  this  part  of  the  gut,  and  by  a  funnel  poured  in 
“  fome  warm  milk,  and  confined  it  by  making  a  third  ligature  upon  the 
“  gut  clofe  to  this  hole.  Thefe  ligatures  prevented  the  circulation  of 
<(  blood  in  this  part  of  the  bowel.  Laftly,  I  punctured  the  vein  beyond 
“  the  ligature  that  had  been  made  upon  the  mefenteric  veflels,  and  by 
“  gentle  ftroking  with  the  end  of  the  finger  foon  emptied  it  of  its 
“  blood. 

“  Ex  per.  IT.  I  immediately  after  this  made  the  fame  experiment, 
il  and  in  the  fame  manner,  on  a  part  of  the  intefline  lower  down,  where 
“  the  la&eals  were  filled  with  a  tranfparent  liquor. 

“  In  the  firft  experiment  the  ladteals  continued  to  be  filled  with  a 
“  milky  or  white  fluid  :  in  the  fecond,  the  ladleals,  which  before  con- 
(l  tained  only  a  tranfparent  lymph,  were  prefently  filled  with  white  milk. 

“  In  both  thefe  experiments,  we  could  not  obferve  that  the  leafl  white 
te  fluid  had  got  into  the  veins.  After  attending  to  thefe  appearances  a 
“  little  while,  I  put  all  the  bowels  into  the  abdomen  for  fome  time,  that 
“  the  natural  abforption  might  be  aflifled  by  the  natural  warmth  ;  then 
“  took  out  and  examined  attentively  the  two  parts  of  the  gut  and  me- 
“  fentery  upon  which  the  experiments  had  been  made  :  but  the  ladteals 
“  were  flill  filled  with  milk,  and  there  was  not  the  leafl;  appearance  of  a 
<e  white  fluid  in  the  veins  :  on  the  contrary,  what  little  blood  was  in 
“  them,  was  juft  as  thick,  and  as  deep-coloured  as  in  the  other  veins, 
“  and  when  fqueezed  out  from  them,  coagulated  as  the  blood  of  other 
<(  veins. 

“  Exper.  III.  I  tied  up  and  filled  another  piece  of  the  intefline  with 
“  milk  in  the  fame  manner,  but  did  not  make  a  ligature  upon  the  me- 
“  fenteric  veflels,  leaving  a  free  circulation  in  the  part.  We  looked  very 
“  attentively  at  the  colour  of  the  blood  in  the  vein  of  that  part,  both 
“  with  our  naked  eyes  and  with  glafles  :  we  compared  it  with  that  in  the 
“  artery,  and  in  the  neighbouring  veins,  but  could  not  obferve  that  it 
<c  was  lighter  coloured,  nor  that  it  was  milky,  nor  that  there  was  any 
“  difference  whatever. 

“  Exper.  IV.  Laftly,  we  took  that  part  of  the  gut  which  was  filled 
“  with  milk  in  the  firfl  or  fecond  experiment,  and  fqueezed  and  prefled 
“  it  very  gradually,  in  order  to  fee  whether  any  milk  would  by  thefe 
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“  means  pafs  into  the  empty  mefenteric  veins.  This  we  did  gradually 
**  with  more  and  more  force  till  the  gut  at  laft  burft ;  but  flill  there  was 
“  not  the  leafl  appearance  of  any  thing  milky  in  the  veins. 

ANIMAL  SECOND. 

“  Experiment  I.  November  13,  1758*,  I  opened  the  abdomen  of 
a  living  fheep,  which  had  eat  nothing  for  fome  days,  and  upon  ex- 
“  poling  the  inteflines  and  mefentery,  we  obferved  the  ladleals  were 
“  vifible,  but  contained  only  a  tranfparent  watery  fluid.  I  made  a  hole 
“  in  the  intefline  near  the  flomach,  and  by  a  funnel  poured  in  fome 
“  thin  flarch,  coloured  with  indigo,  fo  as  to  fill  feveral  convolutions  ; 
“  then  tied  up  the  hole  in  the  gut,  and  put  all  the  bowels  into  the 
“  abdomen  for  fome  time.  Upon  taking  them  out  after  this,  we  obferved 
“  all  the  ladteals  of  that  part  filled  with  a  fluid  of  a  fine  blue  colour. 
“  We  thought  at  firfi,  that  the  blood  in  the  veins  of  this  part  was  of 
“  a  darker  colour  ;  but  upon  comparing  it  carefully  with  that  in  the 
“  other  veins  it  was  manifeflly  the  fame. 

“  Exper.  II.  I  opened  a  vein  upon  this  part  of  the  mefentery,  and 
“  catched  a  table  fpoon  full  of  its  blood.  I  fet  it  bye  to  congeal  and 
“  feparate  into  its  coagulum  and  ferum.  On  the  next  day,  and  the  day 
“  after  that,  I  examined  the  colour  of  the  fernni  but  it  had  not  the 
“  leaf:  blueifli  cafl. 

“  Exper.  III.  I  fixed  an  injecting  pipe  in  an  artery  of  the  mefentery, 
“  where  the  intefline  was  filled  with  the  blue  flarch,  and  tied  up  all 
“  communications  both  in  the  mefentery  and  intefline,  (as  in  Animal 
“  Firfi,  Exper.  I.)  but  left  the  correfponding  vein  free  ;  then  I  injedted 
warm  milk  by  the  artery,  till  it  returned  by  the  vein,  and  continued 
“  doing  fo  till  all  the  blood  was  wafhed  away,  and  the  vein  returned  a 
4 4  bright  white  milk.  This  was  done  with  a  view  of  feeing  if  the  milk 
“  in  the  vein  acquired  any  blueifh  cafl  ;  but  there  was  no  perceptible 
“  difference  between  the  arterial  and  venal  milk. 

“  Exper.  IV.  After  this  I  opened  the  vein  with  a  lancet,  and  dif- 
“  charged  mofl  of  the  milk,  then  put  a  ligature  upon  both  the  artery 
“  and  vein,  and  waited  fome  time  to  fee  if  they  would  fill,  but  they  did 
“  not,  nor  did  the  remaining  contents  of  the  vein  acquire  the  leafl: 
“  blueifli  cafl.  Then  I  opened  the  gut  at  this  part,  but  we  could  not 

“  obferve 

*  In  prefence  of  Do&ors  Wren,  Fordyce,  and  Michaelfonj  and  MefT.  Blount,  Tickdl, 
Churchill,  Paterfon,  and  Skeette, 
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**  obferve  any  appearance  of  the  milk  having  got  into  the  cavity  of  the 
“  intefline. 

“  Exper.  V.  I  filled  another  part  of  the  intefline  with  milk.  All 
"  that  we  obferved,  after  doing  this,  was  that  the  ladteals  became 
“  fuller,  though  not  of  a  white  colour,  and  the  veins  remained  of  the 
“  fame  completion. 

“  Exper.  VI.  I  fixed  a  pipe  into  a  vein  of  the  mefentery,  and  injeted 
“  milk  towards  the  intefline,  to  fee  if  any  would  pafs  into  the  cavity  of 
“  the  gut  :  but  prefently  innumerable  extravafations  happened  ;  fo  that 
“  the  experiment  was  fruitlefs. 

“  Exper.  VII.  I  fixed  a  pipe  into  an  artery,  and  tied  up  the  vein,  and 
“  all  the  communications,  then  injeted  milk  for  fome  time  into  the 
“  artery  till  the  vein  became  quite  turgid  and  tight  ;  this  was  continued 
“  for  fome  little  time,  and  with  as  much  force  as  we  thought  the  vefiels 
<e  would  bear  without  burfling :  then  we  opened  the  intefline  at  that  part, 
“  and  there  was  no  appearance  of  milk  in  its  cavity. 

“  Exper.  VIII.  I  took  a  piece  of  the  intefline  that  was  quite  empty 
“  and  clean,  and  filled  it  with  warm  water.  The  returning  blood  in 
“  the  vein  -of  this  part  appeared  not  at  all  diluted  or  thinner  than  in 
“  the  other  veins.  Then  I  tied  up  the  artery,  and  all  the  communica- 

tions  ;  and  attended  to  the  flate  of  the  vein  for  fome  time  :  it  did  not 
“  grow  more  turgid,  nor  did  its  blood  become  more  watery,  nor  was 
“  there  any  appearance  whatever  of  the  water’s  having  got  into  the 
“  veins. 

“  The  animal  was  quite  alive  all  the  time  of  our  making  thefe  experiments 
te  and  obfervations,  which  lafled  from  one  o’clock  till  half  an  hour  after 
“  three.  I  chofe  a  fheep  rather  than  a  dog,  both  becaufe  the  animal  was 
“  much  larger,  and  therefore  its  mefenteric  vefiels  were  fitter  for  being 

eafily  injected  and  befides,  becaufe  it  is  much  more  patient  and 
“  quiet.  Thefe  advantages  we  were  all  fenfible  of  when  we  made  the 
“  experiments. 

ANIMAL  THIRD. 

“  June  2 2d,  1759-  We  repeated  moll  of  thefe  experiments  on 
“  another  fheep,  to  fee  if  the  effect  would  be  the  fame  :  but  in  this 
«  animal  the  vifcera  were  difeafed,  inflamed,  and  thickened  in  mofl  parts, 

“  fo  that  the  experiments  were  much  lefs  fuccefsful,  lefs  fatisfadlory,  and 
“  conclufive.  After  injecting  milk  into  the  mefenteric  artery  for  fome 

«  time,  and  allowing  it  to  return  by  the  vein,  we  opened  that  part  of 

“  the 
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“  the  inteftine,  which  had  been  provioufly  emptied,  and  found  in  it  a 
“  watery  fluid  of  a  whitifh  cafl,  as  if  a  few  drops  of  milk  had  been 
“  mixed  with  it. 

ANIMAL  FOURTH. 

“  In  July,  1759  I  repeated  moft  of  the  experiments  related  in 
t(  article  Animal  Second ,  upon  another  flieep.  The  effedt  of  all  of  them 
“  was  fo  nearly  the  fame  that  I  need  not  be  particular. 

“  I  fhall  only  obferve,  that  when  the  inteftine  was  filled  with  ftarch- 
“  water  and  indigo,  and  milk  injedted  by  the  artery  till  the  vein  was 
“  walked  clean  of  blood,  and  a  ligature  put  upon  the  artery  and  vein,  fo 
“  as  to  leave  them  about  half  full  of  pure  white  milk,  after  waiting 
“  more  than  half  an  hour  we  could  not  obferve  that  the  vein  was  in  the 
“  leal!  more  filled  or  turgid,  nor  had  the  milk  in  the  veins  acquired  the 
<(  leaft  of  a  blueifli  cafl:,  not  even  in  the  fmall  veins  upon  the  gut  itfelf, 
<f  where  we  ftiould  fuppofe  the  abforbed  liquor  mult  have  been  appa- 
“  rent,  if  any  had  been  taken  up  by  the  veins  from  the  cavity  of  the 

inteftine. 

“  After  the  animal  was  dead,  I  blowed  into  a  mefenteric  vein,and 
“  the  air  found  a  paflage  into  the  cavity  of  the  gut,  though  in  making  the 
“  experiment  when  the  animal  was  alive,  I  could  not  force  the  milk  by 
“  injection  from  the  vein  into  the  gut. 

ANIMAL  FIFTH. 

“  If  any  ar.imal  could  be  fuppofed  a  fitter  fubjedt  for  fuch  experiments 
te  than  a  flieep,  it  would  be  an  afs.  He  is  not  fo  large,  nor  fo  ftrong, 
“  but  that  he  may  be  managed ;  he  is  patient  in  the  greatefl  degree  ;  his 
“  mefentery  and  veflels  being  larger,  it  is  fo  much  more  eafy  to  fix 

injecting  pipes,  make  ligatures,  &c.  :  and,  what  is  a  very  great  ad- 
“  vantage  in  making  fuch  experiments,  his  mefentery  is  very  thin,  with- 
**  out  fat,  fo  that  the  veflels  are  confpicuous  and  diflindl.  Hence  it  is 
“  eafy  to  feparate  the  artery  from  the  vein,  to  fix  pipes,  to  tie  up  anafio- 
“  moling  veflels  by  a  needle,  &c. 

“  Therefore  I  got  an  afs,  and  on  the  24th  of  Augufi,  1759  *>  put  him 

“  upon 

*  In  prefence  of  Dodors  Macaulay,  Ramfey,  and  Michaelfon;  and  MelT.  Edwards  and 
Tomlinfon. 

t  In  prefence  of  Dodors  Macaulay  and  Michaelfon  ;  and  of  MefT.  Edwards,  White, 
and  Gee. 
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“  upon  his  back  in  an  open  garden,  and  tied  him  fad  to  four  dakes  drove 
f<  into  the  ground,  then  opened  his  abdomen,  &c. 

“  Experiment  I.  I  poured  a  folution  of  mulk  in  warm  water  into 
“  a  piece  of  the  intedine,  and  confined  it  there  by  two  ligatures.  In 
"  doing  this  the  animal  druggled,  and  a  little  of  the  liquor  was  fpilt 
“  upon  the  outfide  of  the  intedine  and  mefentery. 

“  After  waiting  a  little  while,  I  opened  with  a  lancet  fome  lafteals  of 
“  this  part,  which  were  full  of  a  watery  fluid,  and  catched  a  little  of 
“  their  contents  in  a  fmall  fpoon.  It  duelled  Arongly  of  the  muflc  ;  and 
“  though  it  could  hardly  be  doubted  that  die  muik  had  been  taken  up 
“  from  the  intedine  by  abforption,  yet  as  fome  of  the  mufk-folution  had 
^  been  fpilt  upon  the  external  furface  of  the  parts,  and  as  it  was  im- 
<c  poflible  to  collect  the  lymph  from  the  ladteals  without  reding  the  edge 
“  of  the  fpoon  upon  the  mefentery,  the  fmell  of  the.  fpoon  might  be 
“  owing  to  that  circumdance. 

“  After  this  I  wiped  a  vein  upon  the  mefentery  very  clean,  and  opened 
“  it  with  a  lancet :  a  gentleman  who  had  kept  out  of  the  way  of  the 
€S  musk,  came  immediately  with  a  clean  fpoon,  and  filled  it  from 
“  the  dream  of  blood  without  touching  any  part  of  the  animal,  and  car- 
“  ried  it  directly  off ;  but  it  had  not  the  lead  fmell  of  musk. 

“  Exper.  II.  We  poured  fome  darch  water,  made  very  blue  with 
“  indigo,  into  a  part  of  the  gut  in  the  fame  manner  as  in  fome  of  the 
«  former  experiments;  tied  the  vein  and  artery  of  this  part;  then  punc- 
*<  tured  the  vein  clofe  to  the  ligature,  and  prefled  out  almod  all  the 
«  blood ;  then  tied  up  the  empty  vein,  and  put  all  into  the  cavity  of  the 
“  belly  for  a  quarter  of  an  hour.  After  that  we  examined  the  part, 
<<  found  the  lymphatics  very  turgid,  as  the  fluid  could  not  pafs  through 
«  them  towards  the  thoracic  dudt  on  account  of  the  ligatures  made  upon 

the  mefenteric  veflels  :  but  we  found  the  veins  of  this  part  empty,  ex- 
«  cept  indeed  that  a  little  blood  had  got  into  them  from  the  neighbouring 
«  veflels,  which,  from  the  appearance,  had  evidently  pafled  the  ligatures 
“  tied  round  the  ends  of  the  gut;  a  circumdance  which  it  is  very  dif- 
“  ficult  to  obviate. 

“  Exper.  III.  I  next  repeated  the  Id  bird  Experiment  of  Animal  Second 
<<  exa&ly  in  the  fame  manner,  and  precifely  with  the  fame  effecd. 

«  Exper.  IV.  Then  I  repeated  the  Fourth  Experiment  of  Animal  Se - 
“  cond',  and  the  efleft  was  dill  the  fame. 

“  N.  B.  It  may  not  be  amifs  to  obferve,  that  the  lafreals  continued  to 
u  abforb  the  blueidi  liquor  all  this  time ;  even  at  the  part  upon  which 

“  this 
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<e  this  'Fourth  Experiment  was  made,  where  the  nerves  muft  neceflarily 
“  have  been  tied  up  with  the  artery. 

“  Exper.  V.  I  fqueezed  a  piece  of  the  inteftine  fo  as  to  empty  it  as 
<(  entirely  as  well  might  be,  then  tied  up  all  the  lateral  communications 
of  the  velfels,  and  injected  warm  milk  into  the  mefenteric  vein  till  it 
“  returned  by  the  artery,  and  continued  this  operation  for  fome  time  af- 
“  ter  all  the  blood  was  wafhed  out.  Then  I  opened  that  part  of  the  in- 
teftine  through  its  whole  length,  and  found  it  quite  empty. 

“  I  made  this  experiment  again  upon  another  part  of  the  inteftine,  in 
et  the  fame  manner,  and  exactly  with  the  fame,  fuccefs.” 

Here  is  a  new  do<ftrine  propofed  in  phyliology,  viz.  that  the  red 
veins  do  not  abforb  in  the  human  body .  The  fair  enquirer  after  truth 
will  be  convinced,  by  the  obfervations  which  occurred  to  me,  that 
the  common  opinion  is  fupported  by  fome  proofs  that  are  at  leaft 
doubtful  or  equivocal,  and  that  the  other  opinion  is  not  without 
plaufibility ;  and  he  muft  allow  that  my  brother’s  experiments  render  it 
highly  probable. 

But  we  may  prefume  from  what  Dr.  Monro  has  argued  upon  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  lymphatics,  that  he  will  fay  I  had  no  right  to  fet  up  this  hy¬ 
pothecs,  except  I  could  refute,  or  otherwife  explain  the  experiments  and 
arguments  of  the  beft  and  lateft  phyliologifts  in  fupport  of  the  common 
opinion.  I  will  therefore  ftiew  how  little  Dr.  Monro  has  been  able  (with 
all  the  afliftance  which  he  may  have  had)  to  eftablifh  the  old  opinion,  or 
to  difprove  the  other. 

Thefirft  thing  that  he  urges  (pag.  56)  is  an  inconfiftency  between  two 
expreffions  which  he  is  pleafed  to  call  mine.  My  anfwer  is,  that  I  wrote 
one  of  them,  and  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Review  wrote  the  other.  Yet 
there  appears  to  me  no  inconfiftency.  For,  if  we  fuppofe  that  no  fmall 
veins  do  begin  as  abforbents  from  the  cavity  of  the  inteftines&c,  may  not 
veins,  as  inftruments  of  the  circulation,  begin  from  the  cells  of  the  pe?2is  f 
And  though  the  chyle  or  lymph  could  not  well  pafs  through  the  abforbent 
fyftem  without  valves  and  lateral  preflure,  may  not  blood  return  eafily  by 
the  veins,  where  there  are  cells  between  the  terminations  of  the  artery  and 
beginnings  of  the  vein  ?  With  regard  to  the  motion  of  the  contained 
fluid,  thefe  cells  are  to  be  confidered,  as  enlargements  of  the  canal,  as 
fomething  of  an  intermediate  nature  between  an  aneurifm  and  a  varix  :  fo 
that  the  blood  is  prefled  from  the  cell  into  the  vein,  with  the  fame  force 
with  which  it  is  thrown  from  the  artery  into  the  cell.  Hence  it  is  that 
the  penis  remains  in  a  ftate  of  fyftole,  fo  long  as  the  reflftance  to  the  venal 

ftream 
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ftream  does  not  overcome  the  natural  contraction  of  the  part ;  but  as  foon 
as  it  does,  the  extenfion  or  diafole  of  the  part  neceffarily  enfues,  and  mufl 
continue  as  long  as  that  refiftence  is  continued.  I  fhall  prove  this  by  an 
experiment  which  my  brother  made  upon  a  living  dog,  and  which  I  fhall 
give  in  his  own  words.  “  In  April  1760,”  fays  he,  “  in  prefence  of 
“  Melf.  Blount,  &c.  I  laid  bare  the  penis  of  a  dog  almoft  thro’  its  whole 
“  length,  traced  the  two  veins  that  come  from  the  glans ,  which  in  this 
44  animal  makes  the  largeft  part  of  the  penis ,  and  feparated  them  from  the 
t{  arteries  by  diffeCtion,  that  I  might  be  able  to  comprefs  them  at  plea- 
“  fure,  without  affeCting  the  arteries.  Then  I  compreffed  the  two  veins, 
“  and  found  that  the  glans  and  large  bulb  became  full  and  extended.  I 
44  then  irritated  the  veins,  in  order  to  fee  if  there  was  any  power  of  con- 
“  traCtion  in  them,  which  might  occafionally  flop  the  return  of  the  blood; 
“  but  could  not  obferve  any  fuch  appearance.  Then  I  pricked  the  erec- 
*(  tores  penis,  upon  which  they  contracted ;  but  their  contraction  had  no 
"  fenfible  effeCt  upon  the  veins  ^or  upon  the  penis 

Dr.  Monro’s  next  argument  (page  57)  is  fuch  as  can  have  no  weight 
againft  the  new  hypothefis.  It  is  a  long  chain  of  premifes,  each  of 
which  may,  or  may  not  be  true  ;  and  at  laft  there  is  a  conclujion  which  is 
very  agreeable  to  our  hypothefis,  and  a  prefumption  about  a  point  that  is 
not  in  queftion.  It  runs  thus  :  hadleals  have  not  been  certainly  obferve d  in 
oviparous  animals,  and  yet,  God  knows,  they  may  have  them. — Dr.  Mon¬ 
ro  is  corroinced  they  have  not  lymphatic  vejj'els,  and  we  all  know  he  may 

be  miftaken  ; - therefore  in  them  the  red  veins  abforb,  or  fomething  elfe 

does  it. - But  as  we  cannot  obferve  that  in  them  the  veins  differ  in  Jlruc- 

ture  from  the fanguineous  veins  in  man,  and  yet  it  muft  be  granted  they  may 
differ,  and  no  body  has  yet  proved  whether  they  do  or  not.  Hence , 
(true  or  falfe,  right  or  wrong,  according  to  the  profeffor’s  logic)  it  is 
not  neceffary  that  abforbent  veffels  foould  have  the  valvular  fruciure  of  the 
lymphatics.  No  furely  :  capillary  veffels,  for  inilance,  will  abforb  with¬ 
out  valves  ;  but  veffels  like  the  lymphatics  or  laCteals,  that  are  not  only  to 
abforb,  but  to  convey  fluids  a  confiderable  way  unafilfted  by  gravitatior, 
require  valves,  or  fomething  that  fhall  have  the  fame  effeCt,  fuch  as  the 
mufcular  perifialtic  motion  of  the  great  traduCtory  veffel  that  goes  from 
the  mouth  to  the  anus.  And  it  is  alfo  to  be  prefumed,  fays  our  author, 
that  the  fruciure  of  the  branches  of  the  red  veins  in  man  is  fuch  as  renders 
them  capable  of  abforbing.  We,  on  the  other  hand,  prefume  that  if  they 
were  capable  of  doing  it,  they  would  actually  do  it ;  which  does  not  ap- 

H  pear 
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pear  to  be  the  cafe ;  and  we  prefume  if  their  fmall  branches  do  not  open 
into  the  cavities,  that  they  may  not  be  fo  capable  of  doing  it. 

Our  author’s  next  argument  (page  57  and  58.)  is  drawn  from  the  al¬ 
lowed  abforption  of  the  placenta. - “  Yet,”  fays  he,  “  whatever  di- 

“  ligence  I  have  employed  here  in  fearch  of  lymphatic  veflels,  has  proved 
“  as  fruitlefs  as  the  labour  of  others  had  done.  It  remains  then  to  Dr.  Hun- 
“  ter  to  prove  the  exigence  of  valvular  lymphatic  veflels  in  the  placeji- 
t{  ta :  or,  by  allowing  that  the  branches  of  the  umbilical,  that  is,  of 
“  the  red  veins  do  abforb,  to  retradt  fuch  crude  notions ;  which  betray  a 
“  want  of  due  reflection,  even  on  a  fubjedt  about  which  the  Dodtor  is 
“  daily  occupied.”  Surely,  notwithftanding  all  the  Profeflor’s  diligence , 
there  may  be  ten  thoufand  fhort  lymphatics  in  the  placentay  terminating 
in  the  branches  of  the  vein.  Suppoflng  there  were,  muft  the  Profeflor 
have  feen  them  ?  Perhaps  not  with  all  his  diligence. 

Now  let  us  conflder  his  more  direct  proofs ,  (pag.  58.)  “  Fluids,”  fays 
he,  “  injedted  from  the  trunks  into  the  branches  of  the  veins  fweat  out 
“  upon  the  furface  of  the  fkin,  and  into  the  different  cavities  of  the 
“  body  *  ;  which  evidently  fhows  that  many  of  their  branches  begin 
te  from  thefe  ;  and  hence  muft  be  inhalant.”  Here  is  an  affertion,  and 
an  inference.  The  affertion  confifls  of  two  parts,  which  muft  be  confi- 
dered  feparately.  Fluids  injeBed  into  the  veins  fweat  out  upon  the  furface 
of  the  fkin.  Dr.  Haller  fays  no  fuch  thing  in  the  place  referred  to  -f*  ; 
and  Kaau  Boerhaave  fays  nothing  like  it  in  his  3d,  4th,  and  5th  chapters, 

where 

/  I 

i(  *  See  the  elegant  treatife  of  Kaau  Boerhaave  De  Perfpiratione  :  Or,  Element.  Phyftolog . 
“  of  the  illuftrious  Dr.  Haller,  Lib.  ii.  S.  2.  §22,23,24.” 

f  On  the  contrary,  all  he  fays  there  of  the  cutaneous  veins  is  this,  Inhalationem ,  five  hu- 
moris  per  cutem  reforptionemy  proprio  loco  oJlendcmusy  and  then  in  a  note  defires  us  in  the  mean 
time  to  confult  his  Commentary  on  Boerhaave,  Tom.  III.  n.  416,  where  no  fuch  experi¬ 
ment  is  mentioned  ;  but  in  the  following,  n.  417,  after  fpeaking  of  the  arteries  which  may 
be  demonftrated  by  injections  to  terminate  on  the  furface  of  the  fkin,  he  fays:  De  venis 
experhnentum  non  novi ,  ob  valvulas,  fedanalogia  demonftraty  ejfe  qua:  refpondeant  arteriis.  So  that 
to  prove  an  anatomical  experiment,  our  ProfefTor  quotes  Baron  Haller,  who  fays  he  knows 
no  fuch  experiment.  Pleafe  to  obferve,  I  fpeak  here  of  an  anatomical  fat 7,  not  of  an 
opinion.  It  is  Baron  Haller’s,  and  every  body’s  opinion  that  inhaling  veins  begin  from  the 
furface  of  the  body  ;  and  accordingly  in  another  part  of  his  writings,  Prim.  Lin.  §  444,  he 
fays  :  Demonjlrat  has  venas  injeflio  anatomicay  qua  per  venas  perinde ,  ut  per  arterias  exfudaty  fi 
aquofa  &  tenuis  fuerit :  and  what  that  exfuelatio  per  arterias  is,  he  tells  us,  §  435,  &c.  Guttulce 
fub  epidermide  ejfufa  (quae)  hanc  in  veficas  elevant.  But  if  Dr.  Monro  had  found  out  thefe 
two  pafiages  in  Haller,  they  would  not  have  anfwered  his  purpofe,  except  he  could  have 
proved  that  blijlering  was  the  fame  thing  as  fweating. 
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where  he  profefledly  treats  of  the  cutaneous  difcharges ;  and  therefore  we 
prefume  he  no  where  fays  fo.  We  will  venture  to  fay  the  afiertion  is 
not  true,  and  that  the  Profeflor  will  find  it  to  be  without  any  foundation, 
if  ever  he  fhall  make  a  fair  trial.  This  afiertion  then  of  the  Profeflor  can¬ 
not  be  allowed  to  have  any  weight  :  nor  can  we  allow  much  to  what  he 
fays  in  the  following  page,  (59)  In  fuch  trials  as  I  have  made ,  fluids  get 
more  readily  into  the  cavity  of the  guts  from  the  veins  than  from  the  arteries 
and  this  ready  outlet  into  the  cavity  of  the  guts ,  &c.  The  ProfefTor  does 
not  feem  to  have  praCtifed  injections  with  fufficient  dexterity  and  circum- 
ipeCtion ;  without  which  they  will  often  miflead  us  egregioufly.  In  Juch 
trials  as  he  made,  injections  pafied  more  readily,  &c.  Why  ?  In  plain  En¬ 
glish,  becaufe  they  fooner  burfi,  which  gives  a  ready  outlet  enough.  By 
fuch  trials  he  may  find  a  ready  outlet  from  the  right  auricle  of  the  heart 
into  the  cavity  of  the  pericardium ,  and  from  the  larger  vefiels  of  the 
brain  into  its  ventricles,  and  feveral  others  which  no  anatomift  ever  yet 
dreamt  of.  That  our  author’s  trials  were  frequently  fuch ,  appears  too 
from  what  he  faid  in  page  23,  viz.  In  injecting  the  arteries  indeed,  for 
example  the  mef enteric,  I  had  often  obferved  that  the  injell ed  matter  pafled 
more  readily  by  the  lateral  branches  into  the  cavity  of  the  guts,  than  into  the 
correfponding  veins .  From  all  which,  thofe  who  are  much  converfant  in 
injections,  muft  fee  how  he  was  going  on. 

The  paflage  of  fluids  from  one  vefiel  or  cavity  into  another,  muft  not 
always  be  taken  as  a  proof  that  they  have  natural  communications.  Ex¬ 
periments  of  this  kind  made  with  water,  air,  or  quickfilver,  are  parti¬ 
cularly  unfatisfaCtory.  Water  tranfudes  readily  through,  perhaps,  all 
parts  of  the  human  body,  except  the  cuticle ;  and  air  and  mercury  are 
very  apt  to  produce  rupture  in  the  vefiels  long  before  they  have  run  in¬ 
to  fuch  minute  branches  as  are  eafily  filled  with  glue,  &c.  even  when  co¬ 
loured  with  the  powder  of  vermilion.  Hence  we  fee  that  in  the  dead 
body,  air  blown  into  the  trachcea  not  only  readily  pafies  into  the  pulmo¬ 
nary  vein,  but  finds  a  ready  outlet  at  a  thoufand  places  through  the  exter¬ 
nal  coat  of  the  lungs.  Any  of  the  above-mentioned  fluids  readily  pafs 
from  the  emulgent  vein  into  the  ureter ;  and  mercurial  injections  into  the 
arteries  and  veins  of  moft  parts  of  the  body,  produce  rupture  and  extra- 
vafation  long  before  fuch  minute  branches,  as  we  can  eafily  injeCt  by 
other  means,  are  filled.  This  is  not  owing  to  the  want  of  fluidity  in  the 
mercury,  but  probably  to  the  ftrong  attraction  among  its  parts,  which 
refills  its  being  drawn  out  into  fine  threads ;  and  hence  it  runs  fo  well 

H  2  through 
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through  the  excretory  fyftem  of  the  tejiis ,  where  the  coats  of  the  tubes 
are  fo  much  thicker  and  flronger  *. 

From  what  has  been  now  faid,  and  from  what  was  advanced  upon  the 
fubjedt  of  tranfudation  in  the  former  part  of  this  chapter,  and  from  my 
brother’s  experiments,  the  reader  mull  judge  of  the  experiments  which 

Dr. 

*  Anatomical  injections  have  certainly  improved  phyliology,  and  yet  they  have  fometimes 
led  anatomifts  into  great  blunders.  From  the  fimplicity  of  the  art  of  injecting,  any  man  who 
can  fix  a  pipe  and  melt  wax,  may  fet  about  experiments  of  that  kind,  and  may  draw  conclu- 
fions  about  the  delicate  and  complex  operations  in  the  living  body,  from  the  event  of  a  blun¬ 
dering  experiment  made  upon  a  dead  one.  If  his  wax  breaks  through  the  veflels  at  any  part, 
it  will  be  a  direct  proof  that  there  was  a  natural  pafiage  ;  and  if  by  efcaping  at  this  ready  outlet, 
it  does  not  run  into  the  fmaller  veflels,  it  proves  clearly  that  no  fuch  finall  veflels  exift,  and 
that  thofe  anatomifts  who  have  feen  them,  and  who  have  injected  them,  muft  have  miftaken 
one  thing  for  another.  Our  young  Profefl'or  is  one  of  thofe  who  make  bold  injections  and 
bold  conclufions.  His  father  has  the  fame  pretenfions  to  injections,  and  has  the  fame  knack 
of  going  on  in  the  argument,  whether  the  wax  flops  or  runs.  I  Ihall  give  a  fpecimen.  He 
twice,  in  a  bitch,  injected  the  uterine  vefiels  with  mercury,  and  found  that  he  had  not  there¬ 
by  filled  any  veflels  in  the  placenta  (a)  \  thence  he  concludes  that  in  that  animal  the  uterine 
veflels  do  not  ramify  through  the  placenta  :  and  yet  I  find  it  as  eafy  to  prove  by  inject ions  that 
they  do,  as  that  the  mefenteric  veflels  go  into  the  coats  of  the  inteftines.  Having  in  this 
way  eftablifhed  his  fuppofition,  that  the  uterine  veflels  do  not  in  the  human  fubject  pafs  into 
the  placenta  and  chorion ,  he  afterwards  found  it  would  be  neceflary  in  fupport  of  his  opinion 
to  take  off  Noortwyk’s  authority  (h),  and  therefore  tells  us  that  Noortwyk  muft  have  made 
a  jr.ijlake ,  and  is  perfuadedhe  will  alter  his  opinion,  when  the  mijlake  is  pointed  out  to  him  ;  and, 
what  is  ftill  better,  concludes  that  Noortwyk  has  afforded  him  a  very  pretty  proof  of  there 
being  no  anaftomofis  between  the  veffels  of  the  uterus  and  fecundines.  Profefl'or  Monro  would 
only  have  you  fuppofe  that  Dr.  Noortwyk  had  miftaken  the  uterus  for  the  placenta  and 
membranes ;  and,  in  order  to  give  his  argument  fome  plaufibility,  he  has  egregioufy  mifrepre - 
fented  the  Doctor  by  fubftituting  one  word  for  another  of  a  quite  different  meaning,  in  two 
of  his  quotations,  and  in  a  third  has  coined  a  whole fentence  for  him;  &c.  &c.  Now  the  fact 
is,  that  Noortwyk  was  was  not  miftaken,  and  is,  we  may  prefume,  of  the  fame  opinion  ftill, 
as  it  is  impoffible  he  fhould  not  believe  his  own  eyes.  I  have  feen  his  preparation,  and  can 
vouch  for  the  truth  of  the  greateft  part  of  what  he  advances,,  not  only  from  having  feen  that 
preparation,  and  from  having  converfed  with  him  upon  the  fubject,  but  from  my  own  experi¬ 
ments  and  obfervations  on  the  human  uterus,  and  thofe  often  repeated. 

I  went  into  this  digreflion  to  fhew  a  little  of  the  genius  of  our  two  ProfefTors  ;  to  (hew 
their  eafy  and  dictatorial  way  of  writing  under  a  weight  of  diftrefting  circumftances.  It 
was  for  fuch  a  fpirit  in  Dr.  Monro’s  whole  pamphlet  that  I  defpifed  it  ;  and  it  was  fuch 
a  dictatorial  ftile,  and  fuch  a  parade  of  appealing  boldly  to  facts,  that  made  my  friends 
think  that  the  performance  might  impofe  upon  fome  unexperienced  readers. 


(a)  MeJ.  Eflays  (Edit.  1752.)  Vol.  II.  pag.  13Q, 


(b)  Ibid.  pag.  1 1 8.0 
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Dr.  Monro  has  quoted  as  authorities  againft:  the  dodtrine  which  I  have 
been  proving  and  defending.  I  grant  that  he  has  produced  fome  of  the 
greateft:  names  in  anatomy ;  but  it  is  an  argument  that  may  be  brought 
againft  every  new  dodtrine,  and  will  have  little  weight,  when  put  into  the 
fcale  againft:  fadts. 


CHAP.  VI. 

Of  the  Veftels  of  Cartilages,  and  of  the  Dudts  of  the  Lachrymal 

Gland. 

DR.  Monro  (pag  61 .)  has  given  me  an  opportunity,  which  I  embrace 
with  pleafure,  of  corredting  in  print  one  of  my  own  errors  in  anato¬ 
my.  When  I  was  a  young  man,  and  a  very  young  anatomift,  I  wrote  a  pa¬ 
per  concerning  Cartilages,  which  was  published  in  the  Philofoph.  Tranf. 
Vol.  42.  In  that  little  eflay  I  advanced  that  the  veftels  of  the  articulat¬ 
ing  cartilages  pafs,  fecure  from  fridtion  and  preftiire,  between  the  griftle 
and  the  bone.  This  appearance  I  faw  diftindtly  in  feveral  injedted  joints': 
but  afterwards  I  found  out  that  the  veftels,  which  I  had  feen,  did  not  belong 
to  the  fuperficial  cartilaginous  cruft:  which  remains  in  the  adult,  but  to 
what  lies  immediately  under  it,  in  growing  animals,  before  the  oftifica- 
tion  is  complete.  My  pupils  will  bear  me  witnefs,  that  I  confefled  and 
corredted  this  error,  in  every  courfe  of  my  ledtures  ;  and  fo  far  as  I  know, 
it  was  never  taken  notice  of  except  by  myfelf,  till  Profeft'or  Monro  jun. 
did  it  that  honour,  after  he  had  attended  my  ledtures. 

I  grow  fo  tired  of  my  author,  that  I  will  only  add  one  criticifm  more. 
It  ftiall  be  upon  his  laft:  Chapter,  viz.  Of  the  Lachrymal  Gland  and  its 
Duffs :  a  new  fubjedt,  which  fhould  not  have  been  brought  into  the  dif- 
pute :  but  by  his  manner  of  treating  it,  we  fee  how  little  he  is  difpofed 
to  do  me  juftice,  and  how  readily  he  will  expofe  himfelf  to  difagreeable 
fufpicions,  for  the  fake  of  being  thought  a  difcoverer  in  anatomy.  He 
tells  us  that  feveral  of  the  moft  celebrated  anatomi/ls ,  particularly  Morgagni, 
Vater,  Haller,  and  Zinn,  had  exhaufted  their  patience  to  no  pur p of e  in  quefi 
of  fuc h  duffs  in  the  human  fubjeff ,  &c.  Then  he  comes  to  his  difcovery, 
viz.  In  the  ftimmer  1 75 3,  (the  ever  memorable  year  Hill)  he  fought  af¬ 
ter  thefe  dudts,  difcovered  their  orifices,  and  introduced  briftles  into, 
them  ;  and  ftiewed  this  to  his  father,  who  always  mentioned  it  in  his  lec¬ 
tures  lince  that  time,  &c.  6cc. 


By 
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By  this  time,  I  fancy  none  of  my  readers  will  be  furprifed  when  I  tell 
them  that  I  had  done  the  fame  thing,  and  that  I  had  taught  it  in  every 
courfe  of  lectures  ever  fince  the  year  1747.  If  it  was  neceflary  to  prove  a 
thing  fo  notorious,  I  could  produce  many  teftimonies,  particularly  that  of 
Mr.  Simmons  of  Exeter,  who  attended  my  firft  courfe  of  ledlures,  and  of 
Dr.  Smith  of  Oxford,  who  both  remember  that  they  faw  me  introduce 
bridles  into  the  du6ts  *  of  that  gland  in  the  human  fubjebt,  and  that  they 
affided  me  in  doing  it. 

Is  it  not  very  lingular  that  the  young  ftudent  fhould  have  made  fo  many 
difcoveries  in  the  year  1753  at  Edinburgh,  and  that  all  of  them  fhould 
have  been  publifhed  before  that  time  at  my  lectures  in  London  ?  Is  it  not 
pretty  plain  how  he  came  by  them,  when  we  are  informed,  that  every 
winter  there  were  fome  dudents  at  Edinburgh  who  had  attended  my  lec¬ 
tures  ;  and  about  this  very  time  fome  of  thefe  gentlemen  belonged  to  a 
fociety,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  indituted  by  the  dudents  for  talk¬ 
ing  and  difputing  upon  medical  fubjedts  ?  Does  it  not  agree  with,  and 
fupport  this  infinuation,  that  he  publidied  fuch  things  as  his  own,  after 
he  had  heard  them  from  my  mouth  before  a  numerous  audience,  without 
doing  me  the  judice  of  putting  my  name  into  a  marginal  note  ?  It  would 
have  been  but  judice,  if  he  had  really  and  truly  made  the  difcoveries 
himfelf ;  and  if  he  had,  would  not  he  have  done  fo  ? 

After  all  that  has  been  faid  and  proved,  the  reader  will  furely  be  en¬ 
tertained  with  our  Profedor’s  concludon  -J-,  which  I  think  a  lpecimen 

of 

*  I  make  no  doubt  but  that  all,  or  much  the  greateft  part  of  the  tears  come  from  the 
glandula  lachrymalis.  That  they  do,  and  that  this  gland,  fmall  as  it  is,  can  fecrete  a  confider- 
able  quantity  of  liquor  in  a  fmall  fpace  of  time,  will  appear  from  the  following  experiment 
which  my  brother  exhibited  to  my  fatisfa&ion.  He  inverted  the  upper  eye-lid  in  a  living 
fheep,  and  we  could  diftindlly  fee  the  tears  or  water  gufhing  in  confiderable  quantity  from 
the  orifices  of  the  duels  of  the  gland.  Every  time  the  part  was  wiped  dry,  the  gufh  was 
very  manifeft,  and  when  it  was  confined  for  a  moment  by  preffure,  the  fucceeding  gufh  of 
water  was  in  greater  quantity,  and  more  violent. 

<c  f  Upon  the  whole,  I  muft  conclude,  that,  altho’  in  my  diflertation  on  the  lymphatics 
I  have  referred  to  almoft  every  author  on  the  fubjedt,  the  public  will  allow  I  have  been 
“  guilty  of  no  omiffion,  in  not  taking  any  notice  of  Dr.  Hunter;  as  I  have  fhown  that  he 
“  did  not  mention  any  fa£i  which  was  not  to  be  met  with  in  common  books ;  that  his  con* 
“  clufion  from  thefe  fadls  was  altogether  improper  ;  and  that  he  farther  denied  the  office  of 
“  abforption  to  the  branches  of  the  red  veins,  contrary  to  reafon  and  experiment. 

“  I  am  hopeful  too,  that  the  Dodtor  himfelf,  upon  confidering  this,  will  not  only  excufe 
<£  my  not  having  mentioned  him,  where  it  could  have  been  fo  little  to  his  praife;  but 
“  that  he  will  alfo  think  himfelf  obliged  to  me,  that,’  fo  far  from  having  induftrioufly  fought 
the  occafion  of  fixing  difhonour  upon  him,  I  even  fhunned  it  when  it  offered. 


“  But 
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of  the  moft  eafy  behaviour  under  fuch  aukward  circumftances,  that  has 
ever  been  exhibited  to  the  public. 

To  the  belt  of  my  knowledge,  I  have  dated  the  fads  with  the  moft 
perfed  regard  to  truth.  Was  I,  in  my  turn,  to  draw  conclufions,  I  might 
perhaps  be  wrong.  I  will  therefore  leave  that  to  others,  aud  leave  Pro- 
feftor  Monro  jun.  to  enjoy  himfelf,  and  his  difcoveries  ;  and  to  fay  and  to 
print  whatever  he  may  think  proper  upon  this  difpute  without  molefta- 
tion.  He  has  eftabliftied  a  charader  for  ever  with  me,  and  I  am  refolved 
to  take  no  farther  notice  of  him. 


CHAP. 


“  But  even  upon  the  fuppofition  that  thefe  obfervations  ufed  by  Dr.  Hunter  had  not  been 
“  borrowed,  and  that  his  conclufion  from  them  had  been  well  founded  ;  ftill  there  was  no 
“  reafon  whatever  forme  to  make  the  leaft  mention  of  the  Dodtor,  as  I  learned  nothing  from 
££  him  j  for  thefe  and  many  other  obfervations,  with  various  experiments,  were  remarked 
££  and  fully  explained,  and  the  conclufion,  that  the  lymphatics  were  a  fyftem  of  abforbents, 
<£  was  drawn  from  them  in  my  treatife  ( a ),  previous  to  my  acquaintance  with  him,  or 
i(  knowledge  of  his  arguments. 

“  Were  I,  before  quitting  the  fubjedf,  in  return  for  the  profufion  of  the  Dodtor’s  good 
t£  wifhes  for  my  fake,  to  offer  him  my  beft  wifh,  it  would  be,  that  he  had  not  attacked  me  at 
“  all ;  for,  by  that  means,  he  has  forced  me,  contrary  at  leaft  to  my  intention,  if  not  to  my 
££  inclination,  to  bring  to  light  many  circumftances  necefiary  for  my  own  defence,  from  which 
<£  Truth  would  not  allow  me  to  draw  conclufions  greatly  to  his  honour  :  and  for  which 
<£  therefore  he  has  himfelf  only  to  reproach. 

££  If,  however,  the  Doctor  fhall  ftill  perfevere  to  alledge,  that  his  caufe  is  not  fo  defpcrate 
<£  as  I  have  reprefented  it,  it  is  to  be  expected  he  will  endeavour  to  make  this  appear  in  a  plain 
*£  way,  by  fadfs  well  vouched  and  conclufions  fairly  deduced  from  them. 

££  For  if,  inftead  of  thefe,  he  fhall  anfwer  truth  by  exclaiming  again  ft  me  for  telling  it, 
*£  becaufe  it  happens  to  gall  him  j  fhall  wrangle  about  words  and  expreflions  ;  fhall  affedt  not 
££  to  comprehend,  what  the  reft  of  the  world  may  think  but  too  plain ;  fhall  again  infult  the 
«*  patience  of  the  public  by  making  prefumptions  upon  prefumptions,  confefling,  at  the  fame 
££  time,  that  there  is  no  certain  knowledge  in  the  cafe  ( b )  ;  in  fhort,  fhall  anfwer  fadis  by 
££  fuppofitions;  arguments  and  plain  conclufions  by  evafion  and  perplexity,  and  an  attempt 
*£  at  a  fort  of  wit,  which,  efpecially  in  an  affair  of  this  nature,  muft  ever  recoil  upon  him 
4£  that  ufes  it :  the  difcerning  part  of  the  readers,  I  prefume,  will  allow,  that  I  do  the 
“  Dodlor  no  injuftice  in  concluding,  that  he  gives  up  his  caufe  and  filently  avows  his  con- 
“  vidlion  ;  and  that  he  is  labouring  to  raife  duft,  in  order  to  fcreen  himfelf  and  to  get  off, 
££  like  what  ftory  tells  us  of  fome  of  the  combatants  of  old,  who,  when  worfted,  efcaped 
££  in  a  cloud.” 


“  (a)  See  the  letters  of  Drs.  Black  and  Reimarus,  &c.” 
“  ( b )  As  in  Critical  Review,  page  531.” 


CHAP  VII. 


An  Examination  of  what  Profeflor  Monro  fen.  publifhed  as  a  Defence 

of  his  Son. 

HA  V I N  G  taken  my  leave  of  the  fon,  I  find  myfelf  under  the  dis¬ 
agreeable  necefiity  of  fettling  fome  matters  with  the  father,  my  old 
mailer  in  anatomy.  He  took  an  early  part  in  the  difpute,  as  an  anony¬ 
mous  author  *  ;  and  if  he  had  pleaded  his  fon’s  caufe  with  moderation  and 
candour,  he  would  have  {hewn  a  dignity  of  mind  worthy  of  his  years 
and  of  his  rank  in  the  profeflion.  But  this  was  fo  far  from  being  the 
cafe,  that  I  have  the  mortification  to  find  him  led  away  by  his  pafiions  to 
mifreprefent  fads,  and  defcend  to  quibbling,  in  fupport  of  his  arguments 
and  purpofes ;  and  this  not  only  in  that  firft  attack,  when  he  was  lefs  in¬ 
formed  and  his  refentment  therefore  keener,  but  on  many  fubfequent 
occafions,  as  I  have  been  credibly  informed,  and  particularly  at  his 
public  ledures,  when  I  Ihould  think  he  mull  have  known  a  little  more  of 
the  grounds  of  the  difpute.  It  is  true,  that  after  what  I  have  faid  in  the 
former  part  of  this  work,  it  may  feem  unnecdfary  to  take  notice  of  what 
the  Senior  Profeflor  has  advanced  in  that  anonymous  performance ;  yet 
there  being  fome  indired  accufations  in  it,  which  I  could  not  fo  well 
bring  into  the  former  part,  I  hope  the  candid  reader  will  indulge  me  with 
a  little  more  of  his  time  and  patience. 

In  the  fidl  feven  paragraphs  our  author  gives  an  hiftorical  account  of 
the  young  Profelfor’s  difcoveries  and  publications,  to  {hew  that  he  could 
not  have  learned  any  thing  concerning  the  lymphatics  from  me.  I  have 
already  given  the  hiflory  of  the  difpute,  with  proofs  of  all  the  material 
points ;  and  ProfeiTor  Monro  fen.  has  forfeited  all  reputation  as  an  hiflo- 
rian,  by  telling  us,  in  the  end  of  the  firfl  paragraph,  that  he  knows  the 
faBs  relating  to  the  prefent  difpute ,  and  fends  a  fair  fate  of  them  ;  and 
then  by  alluring  us  in  the  fixth  paragraph,  that  Dr.  Mojiro  went  to 
London  in  abfolute  ignorance  of  Dr.  Hunter  s  having  any  particular  opinion 

concerning  lymphatics - attended  his  leBures ,  and  was  furprifed  when  he 

heard  Dr.  Hunter  teach  the  do  Brine  of  lymphatics  being  abforbents .  Dr, 
Black’s  letter  {hews  what  credit  is  due  to  thefe  aflertions. 

I  {hall 

*  Critical  Review  for  November,  1757.  See  Appendix,  No.  II. 


An  Examination,  &c.  eyp 

I  lhall  therefore  pafs  over  this  part,  and  indeed  all  that  is  contained 
in  the  letter,  except  the  three  laft  paragraphs,  which  I  fhall  ccnfider, 
under  the  three  following  articles. 

1.  Why  I  do  not  anticipate  others  by  an  early  publication. 

2.  How  far  the  right  belongs  to  him,  who  firft  puts  a  difcovery  into 
print. 

3.  Howt  far  it  is  true  that  I  ha vz  perpetual  difputes  with  Pott ,  Haller , 
Albinus ,  Monro ,  or  perhaps  twenty  more ,  that  will  prove  very  troublefome , 
and  will  at  lajl  redound  very  little  to  my  honour. 

When  Dr.  Monro  afks  why  I  do  not  anticipate  others  by  an  early 
publication,  I  own  I  do  not  perhaps  underhand  the  meaning  of  the 
queftion.  If  he  means  to  advile  me  to  be  filent  on  any  thing,  which  I 
may  think  a  difcovery  or  improvement,  till  I  have  put  it  into  print,  left 
it  fhould  be  ftolen  from  me,  and  occafion  a  troublefome  difpute ;  I  am 
furely  much  obliged  to  him  for  fuch  affectionate  attention  to  my  peace  of 
mind  and  reputation.  But  if  he  means  that  I  fhould  print  my  obfer- 
vations  before  I  am  prepared  ;  I  cannot  take  his  advice. 

He  that  is  in  a  hurry  to  publifh  difcoveries  will  often  have  occafion  to 
repent  of  his  hafte.  Reflection,  and  more  favourable  opportunities  of 
making  inquiries,  will  at  length  bring  us  back  to  truth,  if  we  have  been 
milled,  and  will  confirm  and  improve  our  inventions,  if  they  be  right. 
Had  I  printed  my  thoughts  about  the  lymphatics  in  the  firft  years  of  my 
reading  ledures,  they  would  have  been  more  imperfeCt,  becaufe  the 
proof  drawn  from  poifonous  abforption  had  not  then  occurred  to  me  ; 
and  I  am  not  fo  partial  to  the  dodrine  at  this  day,  as  not  to  fee  that 
lomething  ftill  remains  to  be  done.  The  argument  drawn  from  extrava- 
fated  fluids  palling  readily  into  the  lymphatics  in  dead  bodies,  is  not  as  yet 
conclufive,  though  Dr.  Monro  has  built  fo  much  upon  it  ;  for  in  this 
cafe  there  may  be  ruptures  in  the  lymphatics,  and  the  fluids  may  get  into 
them  by  fuch  means  rather  than  by  their  abforbing  orifices.  And  this 
pofiibility  will  come  nearer  to  probability,  when  we  refled,  that  the 
ladeals  cannot,  by  any  means  now  known,  be  injeded  or  filled  from  the 
cavity  of  the  inteftine  in  the  dead  body  :  and  if  the  lymphatics  be  fimilar 
in  other  retpeds  to  the  ladeals,  we  ought  to  prefume  they  are  fo  likewife 
at  their  beginnings  or  abforbing  orifices. 

But  the  great  thing  ftill  wanted  upon  this  fubjed  is  to  prove,  by  ex¬ 
periments  made  on  living  animals,  that  the  lymphatics  do  actually  and 
certainly  abforb .  We  mull  throw  milk,  or  other  coloured  fluids  into  the 
cheft,  abdomen ,  and  into  the  cellular  membrane  of  the  limbs  in  living 
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animals;  and  open  them  after  a  proper  time,  in  order  to  fee  if  the  lympha¬ 
tics  be  a&ually  filled  by  thefe  fluids.  My  brother  and  I  have  already  made 
feveral  experiments  of  this  kind,  as  occafion  offered  :  but  the  appearances 
have  not  as  yet  been  clear  and  fufficiently  fatis factory.  It  will  likewife  be. 
neceffary  to  watch  morbid  appearances,  particularly  in  glandular  difeafes, 
dropfies,  emphyfemata ,  and  in  contufions  with  extravafated  blood.  Accu¬ 
rate  obfervations  and  diffedions  of  that  kind  would  probably  throw  great 
light  upon  the  l'ubjedt.  Byway  of  illuferation  I  fhall  give  a  cafe,  which  will 
confirm  our  theory  of  the  lymphatics,  and  at  the  fame  time  fhew  that  it 
may  be  ufeful  in  pradice. 

In  the  fpring  1759,  a  gentleman  about  40  years  of  age,  who  had  a 
very  good  conflitution,  and  who  lived  temperately,  confulted  me  about 
an  inguinal  tumour.  It  was  manifeffly  a  fwelling  of  one  or  more  of  the 
glands,  nearly  as  big  as  a  pullet’s  egg,  and  almoft  perfedly  indolent- 
It  began  without  any  known  caufe,  and  increafed  gradually.  Though 
there  was  no  probability,  yet  as  there  was  a  poflibility  of  fome  infenfible 
venereal  abforption,  I  advifed  him  to  be  put  into  a  gentle  mercurial 
courfe,  and  to  wait  the  event.  The  fwelling  became  larger  every  day, 
was  hardly  at  all  painful,  and  at  length  had  a  plain  fluduation.  He  was 
fo  much  afraid  of  the  lancet  and  cauflic,  that  my  brother,  who  was  his 
lurgeon,  left  it  to  burft  of  itfelf.  It  did  fo,  and  the  difeharge,  which 
was  extraordinarily  great,  was  principally  a  thin  watery  fluid.  From  the 
indolence  of  the  tumour,  and  from  the  immenfe  difeharge  for  fome  days, 
we  fufpeded  it  might  come  from  the  loins,  or  fome  other  internal  part  $ 
but  upon  the  moil;  accurate  examination  which  we  could  make,  this  did  not 
appear  to  be  the  cafe.  His  health  was  otherwife  perfedtly  good  ;  the  fore 
healed  flowly  and  gradually,  without  fhewing  the  leaf!  mark  of  a  venereal 
taint ;  and  the  difeharge,  which  was  always  watery,  was  in  fuch  a  quan¬ 
tity,  that  it  wetted  through  every  thing  he  could  cover  it  with,  in  a  very 
little  time,  even  when  the  wound  was  to  appearance  almoft  healed.  Then 
the  difeharge  became  lefs  by  degrees,  and  at  laffc  flopped  fuddenly.  The 
wound  doled  at  the  fame  time,  and  continued  well  ever  after.  But 
when  the  water  began  to  flow  in  lefs  quantity,  the  limb  began  to  fwell  ^ 
and.  as  the  fiream  from  the  wound  diminifhed,  the  bulk  of  the  limb  in¬ 
creafed.  The  fwelling  of  the  leg  was  anafarcous,  and  it  was  general,  and 
attended  with  no  pain  or  inflammation,  but  with  a  confiderable  degree  of 
weaknefs,  weight,  numbnefs,  and  unfitnefs  for  motion.  His  general 
health  was  perfectly  good,  and  the  other  leg  quite  found.  The  nature  of 
the  cafe  feemed  to  be  very  clear,  upon  the  fuppofition  of  lymphatics  being; 
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abforbents  :  thus,  whatever  had  been  the  caufe,  the  glands  had  been  ob- 
ftrudted,  and,  in  confequence  of  the  fuppuration,  the  principal  lympha* 
tics  of  the  limb  were  fo  aftedted,  that  they  could  not  tranfmit  their  con¬ 
tents  to  the  thoracic  dudt' :  fo  that  while  the  wound  remained  open,  the 
abforption  went  on,  and  the  lymph  was  difcharged  that  way,  as  the 
faliva  fometimes  is  by  a  wound  in  the  cheek  ;  but  as  that  vent  ceafed* 
the  abforption  was  checked,  and  the  whole  leg  neceffarily  fwelled  from 
the  accumulation  of  extravafated  lymph.  In  this  way  I  explained  the 
cafe  as  well  as  I  could  to  the  patient  himfelf  j  and  told  him  farther,  that 
as  the  wound  had  clofed  of  itfelf,  I  could  not  doubt  but  that  fome  paf- 
fage  ftill  remained  open  for  the  lymph,  which  in  time  would  become 
more  and  more  free  :  and  that  I  apprehended  nothing  more  was  to  be 
done  but  to  ufe  a  good  deal  of  fridtion,  efpecially  upwards  and  when  he 
Was  in  bed,  to  keep  his  leg  higher  than  the  reft  of  his  body.  I  obferved 
to  him  likewife  that  he  might  try  purging,  fweating,  diuretics,  blifters, 
fomentations,  &c,  but  that  in  my  opinion  he  was  principally  to  truft  to 
time  and  patience.  However,  I  advifed  him  to  have  a  confultation.  To 
make  the  ftory  ftiort,  Dr.  Taylor  Was  confulted,  and  confirmed  my  opi¬ 
nion  ;  and  the  event  was  likewife  agreeable  to  it  :  for  in  about  fix  weeks 
the  leg  was  gradually  reftored  to  its  full  health  and  vigour. 

I  have  often  obferved  in  women,  who  do  not  give  fuck,  and  in  nurfes, 
after  they  leave  off  fuckling,  that  the  axillary  glands  become  painful,  dwell, 
and  fometimes  fuppurate.  Is  not  this  owing  to  the  acrimony  which  the 
milk  has  acquired  by  long  ftagnationin  thebreaft,  and  affediingthe  gland 
through  which  it  muft  pafs  in  abforption  ?  I  have  obferved  too  that  they 
are  at  the  fame  time  liable  to  little  fevers  of  the  intermitting  kind,  but 
very  irregular  in  their  return,  which  come  on  with  a  rigor ,  and  go  off 
with  fweat.  Are  not  fuch  fevers  raided  by  the  abforption  o'f  acrid  milk  ? 

In  December  1760,  a  male  dubjedt  was  brought  to  me,  which,  from 
the  appearance  of  the  ftump,  I  fuppofed  to  have  died  two  or  perhaps 
three  weeks  after  an  amputation  below  the  knee.  The  flefh  of  the  ftump 
feemed  to  have  been  in  a  bad  condition,  being  putrid,  and  feparating  from 
the  bone.  The  lymphatic  glands  of  that  fide,  at  the  upper  part  of  the 
thigh,  the  groin,  and  upon  the  iliac  veffels  within  the  abdomen ,  were 
much  fwelled  and  two  of  them,  when  cut  into,  were  found  compleatlv 
ftippurated  :  yet  in  no  other  part  of  the  body,  (which  was  injected  and 
diffedled  for  a  demonftration  of  the  blood  veffels  at  my  lectures)  could  we 
obferve  the  leaft  diforder  in  the  lymphatic  fyftem.  Was  not  this  diforder 
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of  thefe  glands  owing  to  the  putrid  abforption  from  the  flump  ?  And 
perhaps,  if  we  had  known  the  circumflances  of  the  cafe,  we  fhould 
have  had  reafon  to  believe  that  this  abforption  raifed  and  fed  the  fever 
which  carried  off  die  patient. 

Difccveries  and  improvements  in  the  arts  are  not  commonly  brought 
to  any  tolerable  degree  of  perfection  in  a  little  time  ;  efpecially  when 
they  fall  to  the  fhare  of  men  who  are  much  employed  about  other 
things,  and  when  they  require  opportunities  that  feldom  happen  and 
with  the  heft  opportunities,  and  when  managed  by  the  ableft  men,  it 
has  been  thought  better  to  throw  them  out  firft  in  a  more  private  way,, 
in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of  other  people,  and  hear  the  reafoning  of 
thofe  whole  prejudices  may  ballance  the  partiality  of  an  author.  The. 
Great  Harvey  proceded  upon  this  cautious  plan  in  the  difcovery  of 

the 

*  For  example,  I  have  for  many  years  taught  the  following  new  doCtrine  about  luxations, 
viz.  That  when  a  diflocation  is  produced  by  violence  in  an  healthy  Fate  of  the  joint,  the 
capfular  ligament  is  always  lacerated,  not  limply  ftretched.  I  proved  it  to  be  highly  probable 
from  the  anatomy  of  the  joints,  and  from  experiments  made  upon  dead  bodies  ;  and  fhevved 
that  the  difficulty  of  reduction,  in  fome  cafes,  does  not  depend  on  the  imaginary  contraction  of 
mufcles,  nor  the  impoffibility  mothers,  on  the  imaginary  infpiflation  of  the  fynovia  ;  but  that 
in  a  fimple  dillocation,  the  facility  or  difficulty  of  reduction  may  probably  arife  from  the  nature 
of  the  laceration  and  that  the  impoffibility  of  reducing  an  old  diflocation  is  owing  to  the  union 
of  all  the  lacerated  with  the  neighbouring  parts.  In  my  leCtures,  I  always  fignified  a  defire 
of  feeing  fuch  cafes.  Mr.  Gataker  was  kind  enough,  fome  years  ago,  to  gratify  my  curiofity 
upon  one  fuch  occafion  ;  and  Mr.  Thomfon  lately  did  me  that  favour,  in  a  cafe  that  proved,  in 
■a  moft  fatisfaCtory  manner,  every  circumftance  which  I  had  advanced  ;  at  lealt  as  far  as  one 
cafe  could  prove  any  general  doctrine.  Surely  men  of  fenfe  mull  think  that  it  was  right 
to  give  my  thoughts  and  obfervati.ons  upon  this  fubjeCtat  my  leCtures.  It  was  doing  juitice 
to  my  pupils  to  give  them  every  idea,  however  imperfeCt,  that  might  be  uleful  to  them  in 
their  profeffion.  Accordingly  Mr.  White  of  Manchelter,  foon  after  he  had' attended  my 
leCtures,  applied  this  doCtrine  to  praCtice  in  treating  diflocations  ;  and  with  great  fuceefo, 
as  appears  by  his  paper  in  the  fecond  volume  of  Medical  Obfervations,  pubiifhed  at  Lon¬ 
don  ;  and  in  the  letter  which  accompanied  that  paper,  he  did  me  all  the  juftice  that  I 
could  expeCt. 

On  the  other  hand,  whatever  may  be  Dr.  Monro’s  opinion,  I  cannot  but  think  it  was 
right  tofufpend  being  an  author  upon  this  fubjeCt,  till  I  had  aCtually  difleCted  fome  cafes  of 
diflocations,  and  could  prove  the  doCtrine  in  a  more  unexceptionable  manner.  At  length, 
this  doChine  has  been  pubJifhed  with  advantage  in  the  fame  volume  by  Mr.  Thomfon,  who 
had  too  much  fenfe  and  too  much  candour  to  fupprefs  my  name.  But  ftill  it  will  be  ne- 
cefiary  to  examine  a  number  of  cafes,  before  it  can  be  known  with  certainty  whether  the 
doCtrine  be  in  general  well  or  ill-founded  ;  and  probably  it  will  require  the  examination, 
of  a  great  variety  of  cafes  to  explain  the  various  circumflances,  which  may  occafion  parti¬ 
cular  exceptions  to  the  more  general  rule.. 
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the  circulation  *.  When  Profeffor  Monro  recommends  example,  does 
he  think  there  is  any  one  more  refpecftable  ? 

Another  thing  that  kept  me  from  writing  upon  the  lymphatics,  and 
upon  fome  other  fubjedts  too,  was  the  want  of  leifure  to  examine  what 
had  been  already  faid  of  them  by  authors  of  reputation.  If  a  man 
writes  freely  upon  any  fubjedt,  without  knowing  what  has  been  faid  by 
others,  he  rifques  being  made  the  objedt  of  ridicule  or  cenfure.  I  have 
feveral  times  met  with  my  own  obfervations  in  books,  after  having  long 
believed  them  peculiar  to  myfelf.  It  muft  be  the  cafe  with  every  man' 
who  is  more  entertained  with  nature  than  with  books.  The  prefen t 
difpute  has  given  me  a  frefh  inftance  of  it.  Gliffon  having  been  quoted, 
I  confidered  what  he  had  advanced  upon  this  fubjedt,  and  had  the 
pleafure  and  mortification  to  find  that  he  gave  exadtly  the  fame 
account  both  of  tranfudation  and  of  abforption  :  fo  that  I  can  no  longer 
call  it,  what  I  really  believed  it  to  be,  a  ne‘ w  opinion ,  but  Glijj'ori s  re¬ 
vived  and  confirmed  for  in  him  it  was  mere  opinion ,  and  accordingly  was 
overlooked  or  rejedted  by  his  fucceffors,  as  happened  to  the  dodtrine  of 
the  circulation  in  the  writings  of  Servetus  and  Caefaipinus. 

I  come  next  to  confider  our  author’s  fentiments  as  to  this  queflion  : 
How  far  the  right  belongs  to  him  who  frji  puts  a  difcovery  into  print  f  I. 
know  of  no  adt  of  parliament,  indeed,  about  the  matter ;  but  will  venture 
to  fay,  that  all  men  will  think  alike  upon  the  queflion.  And  I  cannot 
drop  the  fubjedt  without  finding  at  the  weaknefs  of  quoting  precedents 
for  eflablifhing  injuflice. 

I  am  come  to  the  laft  article  ;  and  every  thing  is  of  a  piece.  “  Ber- 
“  petual  difputes  with  Pott,  Haller,  Albinus,  Monro,  or  perhaps  twen- 
“  ty  more,  will  prove  very  troublefome,  and  will  at  Jafl  redound  very 
“  little  to  his  honour.” 

Profeffor  Monro  has  been  pleafed  to  put  his  fon  into  very  good  com¬ 
pany,  but  he  muft  give  me  leave  to  make  fome  diftindtion. 

Pray  how  came  the  names  of  Haller  and  Albinus  here,  two  names 
refpedted  by  all  the  world,  and  by  nobody  more  than-  myfelf?  To 
mortify  me  ftill  more,,  he  might  have  added  Morgagni  and  Window ; 

and 

*  See  his  dedication  to  the  college.  (l  Meam  de  motu  &  ufu  cordis  &  circuitu  fan- 
£C  guinis  fententiam,  E.  D.  D.  antea  Eepius  in  praele&ionibus  meis  anatomicis  aperuh 
tc  novam,  &c.” 

f  Anat.  Hepat.  Lond.  1654.  pag.  402.  448.-  5i  456.. 
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and  then  every  body  that  does  not  know  me,  would  have  fuppofed  that 
I  had  treated  all  thefe  great  men  in  a  manner  very  unbecoming  one 
who  profeffes  himfelf  to  be  their  admirer,  not  their  rival.  If,  in  a  few  in- 
fiances,  I  have  ventured  to  dilfent  from  fuch  great  authorities,  my  dilfent 
proceded  from  nothing  but  freedom  of  enquiry  and  conviction  of 
mind.  Surely  then,  if  Profeffor  Monro  alludes  to  any  thing  of  this 
kind,  he  does  me  an  injury.  Baron  Haller,  and  Profeffor  Albinus,  ever 
diligent  and  fuccefsful  in  lludy,  have,  in  their  late  publications,  anti¬ 
cipated  me  in  fome  things.  I  have  faid  fo  in  my  public  lectures,  where 
it  was  well  known  what  doCtrines  I  had  taught,  and  how  long  I  had 
taught  them.  But  I  never  made  a  difpute  of  thefe  things  with  them, 
nor  they  with  me  :  and  I  never  did  accufe  either  of  them  of  treating 
me  unfairly  in  any  fenfe,  nor  ever  had  reafon  to  think  that  either  of 
them  had  done  fo.  If  then  Profelfor  Monro  alludes  to  thefe  anticipa¬ 
tions,  when  he  draws  and  publifhes  a  character  with  fuch  freedom,  he 
certainly  aCts  unjuftly.  When  I  think  of  this,  and  of  his  years,  I  feel 
fomething  different  from  refentment,  and  would  therefore  wifh  to 
have  done  with  him  :  but  in  juftice  to  myfelf,  I  muff  give  an  account 
of  fome  parts  of  my  lectures,  which  mifreprefentation  might  ftile  dif- 
putes.,  and  which  I  prefume  were  pointed  at  by  Profeffor  Monro  fenior. 

CHAP.  VIIL 

Of  die  Difcovery  of  the  Mem  br  ana  Pupillaris,  and  of  the  Infen - 

lability  of  Tendons,  &c. 

TVT  Atural  curiofity  makes  ftudents  wifh  to  know  fomething  of  the  hif- 
tory  of  anatomical  difcoveries  and  opinions.  It  is  not  only  enter¬ 
taining  but  ufeful  to  fee  by  what  purfuits  and  heps  an  improvement  was 
made  :  it  gives  clearer  ideas  of  the  fubjeCt,  makes  a  hronger  impreffion 
upon  the  memory,  fhews  the  moft  probable  road  to  improvement  in 
iimilar  enquiries,  and  raifes  emulation.  Upon  thefe  accounts  the  hiflo- 
rical  part  is  introduced  into  anatomical  leCtures  :  and  if  a  teacher  thinks 
he  has  made  any  improvements  himfelf,  he  will  naturally  give  an  account 
of  them  for  the  regions  above-mentioned,  and  for  another  reafon  too, 
which  I  need  not  mention. 

In  treating  hihorically  of  the  rnmbr etna  pupillaris  in  my  ledtures,  I  have 

generally 


and  of  the  Infenfibility  of  Tendons,  &c.  63 

generally  given  the  honour  of  the  difcovery  to  Dr.  F - s  S - s.  At 

the  fame  time  I  did  juftice  to  Wachendorf,  Haller,  and  Albinus, 
and  do  fincerely  believe  that  they  all  made  the  difcovery  fairly. 
I  did  that  juftice,  indeed,  to  Albinus  before  he  publifhed  any 
thing  upon  the  fubjetft,  and  told  my  audience,  that  when  I  paid  my 
refpedts  to  him  in  Holland,  he  not  only  fhewed  me  a  preparation,  but  an 
engraved  figure  of  that  vafcular  membrane,  and  then  told  me  that  he 
had  known  it  many  years  *.  However,  upon  inquiry,  I  understood 

that  Dr.  S - had  found  it  out  before  any  of  thefe  gentlemen,  and  had 

Shewn  it  to  all  his  acquaintance  who  had  any  curiofity  for  Such  Subjects. 
’Tis  true,  he  never  put  it  into  print,  but  it  is  not  the  lefs  true  that  he 
found  it  out,  and  that  he  has  long  had  that  and  all  parts  of  the  eye  finely 
prepared  and  preferved,  and  elegantly  exprefi'ed  in  drawings.- 

I  have 


*  Speaking  of  this  membrane  (Academ.  Annotat.  lib.  3.  pag.  82.)  he  fays,  tc  Equidenv 

*c  fcio,  reperiffe  me - in  infante  iilo,  in  quo  primum  vafa  cryftallini  implevi.*’ 

Now,  in  juftice  to  this  great  anatomift,  I  muft  declare  that  I  believe  this,  both  becaufe 
heaffertsit,  and  becaufe  I  know  from  the  circumftances,  it  was  hardly  poflible  he  could  mifs 
taking  notice  of  it  in  that  child.  I  have  always  obferved,  both  in  the  human  body,  and  in 
the  quadrupede,  that  there  is  a  great  refemblance  to  one  another  in  the  veflels  of  the 
capfula  cryflaUini  and  of  the  membrana  pupillce.  In  an  injected  foetus  I  always  find  both  nearly 
in  the  fame  ftate :  if  one  be  filled  only  with  the  blood  that  is  drove  before  the  injection,  fo- 
is  the  other;  if  one  be  filled  partly  with  the  injedtion,  and  partly  with  blood,  the  other  is  in 
the  fame  condition  if  one  by  good  fortune  be  finely  and  minutely  filled  by  injediion,  the 
other  is  fo  too  ;  if  one  be  hurt  by  extravafations,  the  other  is  commonly  in  the  fame  ftate  ; 
and  when  the  fccius  is  fo  near  its  full  time,  that  the  one  cannot  be  injedled,  neither  can  the 
other.  Therefore  I  fay,  I  know  that  the  membrana  pupillce  was  injedled  by  Albinus  in 
that  child;  and,  if  fo,  I  cannot  think  that  it  could  efcape  his  intelligent  and  inquifitive  eye. 

I  do  not  know  that  any  perfon  has  taken  notice  of  a  circumftance  relating  to  the  veflels 
of  the  membrana  pupillce  and  of  the  cryftalline  capfula ,  which  I  have  obferved  and  can  demon- 
ftrate  both  by  injedlions,  in  the  human  foetus ,  and  in  that  of  the  quadrupede  ;  and  as  1  am 
upon  the  fubjedf,  I  will  give  the  obfervation  here  in  a  few  words. 

The  artery  of  the  cryftalline  capfula  does  not  terminate  at  the  great  circle  of  that  humour. 
Its  fmall  branches  pafs  that  circle,  and  run  a  very  little  way  on  the  anterior  furface  of  the 
cryftalline  humour  before  the  points  of  the  ciliary  proceffes  ;  then  they  leave  the  humour, 
and  run  forwards,  fupported  on  a  very  delicate  membrane,  tolofe  themfclves  in  th e  mem¬ 
brane  pupillce. 

The  artery,  therefore,  that  pafies  through  the  body  of  the  vitreous  humour,  goes  firft  to 
the  cryftalline  capfula  and  then  to  the  membrana  pupillcs. 

The  membrana  pupillce  receives  two  different  fets  of  arteries,  one  larger  from  the  iris ,  and 
the  other  much  fmaller,  but  very  numerous,  from  the  cryftalline  capfula. 

When  the  membrana  pupillce  exifts,  there  is  a  fine  vafcular  membrane  all  around,  which 
pafies  in  the  pofterior  aqueous  chamber,  from  near  the  edge  of  the  cryftalline  humour  to 
the  edge  of  the  pupilla . 
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I  have  chofen  this  indance  to  fhew  what  mud  naturally  be  palling  at 
anatomical  ledtures,  where  there  is  a  regard  for  truth  :  and  it  is  the  more 
to  my  purpofe,  as  it  is  well  known  here  that  I  could  have  no  motive  but 
the  love  of  truth  for  introducing  this  part  of  anatomical  hidory  in  my  lec¬ 
tures.  And  was  any  perfon  to  reprelen t  fuch  an  anecdote  as  a  difpute 
with  Albinas  or  Haller  that  would  redound  little  to  my  honour ,  it  would 
only  prove  his  ignorance  of  the  fubjedt,  or  malevolence  towards  me. 

But  if  it  be  right  to  do  judice  in  this  way  to  another  perfon,  furely 
it  cannot  be  wrong  to  do  the  fame  fort  of  judice  to  one’s  lelf.  Anato- 
mids  of  the  faired:  character  in  every  age  have  done  fo ;  and  among  living 
authors,  Albinus  and  Plailer  are  refpedtable  authorities,  and  a  fandtion  to 
the  pradtice. 

In  my  ledtures  I  commonly  took  notice  that  Profefior  Albinus  had  an¬ 
ticipated  me  in  fome  things,  and  particularly  with  regard  to  the  fecond 
fet  of  teeth.  It  was  a  fadt  as  well  known  here,  and  as  capable  of  be¬ 
ing  proved  as  that  I  had  read  ledtures  ever  fince  the  year  1746  ;  and 
therefore  it  can  never  redound  to  my  dijhonour ,  nor  could  I  on  this  account 
be  reprefented,  but  by  malevolence  or  ignorance,  as  having  any  difpute 
with  Profeffor  Albinus,  who  poffibly  might,  and  I  fuppofe,  really  did 
know  thefe  things  long  before  me. 

Ever  fince  I  read  ledtures,  I  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  periojleum, 
dura  mater,  tendons-,  and  ligaments,  were  altogether  infenlible,  or  at 
lead  were  endowed  with  a  very  fmall  degree  of  fenfibility  ;  and  have 
always  taught  that  dodtrine.  I  conlidered  this  quedion,  as  may  be  feen 
in  the  MSS  of  my  ledtures,  when  I  treated  of  the  periojleum  and  of 
the  tendons ;  and  particularly  when  of  the  ligaments.  In  the  fird  two 
years,  viz.  1746  and  1747,  I  propofed  the  opinion  with  referve,  well 
knowing  the  oppofition  that  prejudice  raifes  againd  new  dodtrines  ;  but 
ever  fince  the  year  1748,  I  have  fpoken  of  this  opinion  with  more  Brm- 
nefs.  The  account  which  I  ufed  to  give  was  a  little  different  at  different 
times,  as  it  was  for  the  mod  part  given  from  memory,  but  was  always 
to  the  following  purpofe. 

Periojleum.  “  Authors  generally  fuppofe  the  periofteum  to  be  extreme- 
i(  ly  fenfible,  and  therefore  plentifully  fupplied  with  nerves  *.  But  I  be- 
“  lieve  no  anatomid  can  confirm  this  dodtrine  by  diffedtions  of  the 

nerves  ;  and  fome  cafes  in  furgery,  which  I  have  attended  to,  leem 

“  to 

#  Among  thefe. authors  I  might  have  mentioned  Profefior  Monro  fenior  j  and  indeed,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  fomeumes  I  did  mention  him. 
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to  difprove  the  fuppofition.  I  have  often  feen  the  periojleum  cut  and 
fcraped,  both  on  the  fcull  and  in  the  limbs,  without  the  patient’s 
feeming  to  be  at  all  in  pain.  The  argument  drawn  from  the  tendons 
diffufing  themfelves  into  the  periojleum ,  and  furnifliing  it  with  nerves 
for  fenfation,  will  have  no  weight,  if  it  be  found  as  difficult  to  trace 
nerves  into  the  tendons  as  into  th t  periojleum,  and  if  the  tendons  them¬ 
felves  fliould  be  found  to  be  infenfible.  The  argument  taken  from  the 
excruciating  pain  in  fome  nodes  is  inconclufive,  as  we  frequently  fee 
large  ones  that  are  perfectly  indolent.  And  the  fuppofition  that  the 
fenflbility  of  the  periojleum  was  neceffary,  conlidering  it  as  a  guard  to 
the  infenfible  bone  which  it  inclofes,  cannot  have  any  weight  when 
we  refled;  that  both  are  inclofed  by  the  dun,  one  of  the  moft  fen- 
flble  parts  of  the  whole  body.  Whoever  has  felt  a  fmart  pinch 
of  the  flein,  will  readily  allow  that  there  is  no  occafion  for  any  thing 
befides  the  fkin  to  keep  us  from  wantonly  bridling  or  breaking  our 
own  bones.  I  imagine  that  all  the  white,  glidening,  inelafldck  fub- 
dances,  viz.  periojleum ,  tendons,  ligaments,  and  dura  mater ,  are  of 
the  fame  nature  ;  and  therefore  I  fliall  more  fully  conflder  this  pro¬ 
perty  of  fenflbility  when  treating  of  ligaments . 

' Tendons .  “  They  have  been  fuppofed  to  be  extremely  fenflble.  On 
the  contrary,  I  believe  that  in  a  healthy  and  natural  date  they  have 
little  or  no  feeling.  But  we  fliall  take  this  matter  into  conflderation 
when  we  come  to  ligaments. 

Ligaments.  “  Thefe  too  have  been  thought  to  be  abundantly  fupplied 
with  nerves,  and  to  be  fenflble  in  living  bodies  :  yet,  from  my  own 
obfervation  and  reflection,  I  cannot  help  being  of  opinion  that  they 
have  hardly  any  fenflbility  at  all.  Ligaments  and  tendons  are  made 
of  the  fame  fort  of  gliflening,  ineladick  fibres  ;  and  differ  only  in 
this  refpeCt,  that  ligaments  bind  bones  to  bones,  whereas  tendons 
bind  mufcles  to  bones ;  fo  that  tendons  are  in  effeCt  ligaments.  Thus 
for  example,,  in  the  knee  it  is  the  fame  fort  of  fubfiance  that  binds 
the  mufculi  extenjores  to  the  patella ,  and  the  patella  to  the  tibia  :  fo 
much  the  fame,  that  many  parcels  of  fibres  are  common  to  both, 
being  continued  over  the  furface  of  the  patella ,  from  the  one,  to 
make  a  part  of  the  other  :  yet  it  is  called  tendon  above  the  patella , 
and  ligament  below  it ;  and  between  thefe,  where  the  fibres  cover 
the  furface  of  the  bone,  it  is  called  periojleum.  Tendons,  ligaments, 
aponeurofes ,  periojleum,  and  dura  mater,  are  fo  evidently  of  the  fame 
nature,  that  we  mud  fuppofe  them  endued  with  nearly  the  fame  fliare 

K  '  “  of 
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“  of  feeling  *.  In  wounds  of  the  hands  and  feet  I  have  often  feen 
“  tendons  partly  divided  or  cut  quite  through,  where  the  patient  com- 
“  plained  of  no  remarkable  pain,  either  at  the  time  of  receiving  the 
f<  injury,  or  afterwards  in  the  courfe  of  dreffing  and  wiping  the  fore* 
“  I  have  known  the  tendo  achillis  torn  quite  afunder  without  pain.  I 
“  was  confulted  by  an  Italian  gentleman,  who  had  a  gradual  and  par- 
“  tial  rupture  of  the  tendo  achillis.  It  happened  to  him  at  feveral 
“  different  times,  and  firft  of  all  when  he  was  walking  in  the  mall. 
“  He  was  always  fenfible  of  fomething  giving  way  at  the  time,  but 
“  never  had  any  pain  or  any  other  fenfation,  except  a  kind  of  weaknefs' 
“  and  aukwardnefs  in  the  motion  of  the  part.  The  molt  imexception- 
“  able  proof  that  I  can  give  of  this  doctrine,  is  the  cafe  of  Mr.  Ser- 
“  jeant  Ranby.  He  was  very  near  lofmg  his  life,  as  moil  of  you  may 
“  know,  from  puncturing  his  finger  with  a  pair  of  fciffors  -f*.  Wheu 
“  the  part  was  laid  open,  the  tendons  of  the  jlexores  were  expofed,  and 
appeared  to  be  perfectly  found.  He  cut  them  both  through  with  hia 
“  own  hand  at  one  Itroke  of  a  pair  of  fcifiors ;  and  when  I  afked  him 
about  his  feeling,  he  allured  me,  that  except  the  jarring  of  the  inftru- 
“  ment,  which  hurt  him  a  little  on  the  lips  of  the  wound,  he  had  no 
“  more  pain  or  feeling  of  any  kind,  than  if  he  had  cut  a  cord  or  any  thing 
“  that  was  not  a  part  of  his  own  body.  He  thought  my  opinion  well 
“  grounded,  and  faid  his  own  cafe  had  given  him  the  flrongefi;  convic- 
“  tion  that  tendons  were  infenfible,  and  that  it  was  a  circumftance  which 
4t  he  had  particularly  attended  to.  Now  if  we  fuppofe  a  tendon  pof- 
“  felled  of  any  degree  of  feeling,  we  can  hardly  conceive  any  thing 
more  likely  to  give  pain  than  the  bruifing  pinch  of  a  pair  of  fcilfors 
“  in  cutting  fo  thick  and  fo  hard  a  fubflance. 

“  That  the  dura  mater  has  little  or  no  feeling  I  am  convinced,  from 
“  having  fecn  it,  in  two  different  patients,  laid  open  by  a  crucial  incilion 

"  in 

*  When  I  was  a  Hudent  at  St.  George’s  hofpital,  in  the  years  1741  and  1742,  I  had  the 
pleafure  of  attending  Dr.  Nicholls’s  couifes.of  anatomy.  Ail  his  pupils  mull  remember  his 
“  divifion  of  ligaments  into  inelaJltC)  inelajVic  degenerated,  and  elajlic.  The  inelajiic ,  when  ftretchetl, 
tc  breaks  before  it  be  fenfibly  lengthened  ;  is  of  a  white  colour,  and  has  a  peculiar  gliften 
“  lilca  pearl  or  polilhed  filver.  It  lofes  that  colour  by  boiling,  and  then  becomes  elaflric  ; 

“  but  grows  lliorter  in  the  fame  proportion.  Of  this  fubftance  are  tendons,  aponeurofes , 

“  the  feriojleitrn ,  dura  mater ,  and  many  of  the  ligaments  of  the  bones.”  Thefe  ideas  1  full 
received  from  that  ingenious  and  elegant  anatomift,  and  my  own  dHTedbions  and  obfervation 
confirmed  his  dodbrine.  It  was  therefore  very  natural  for  me  to  conclude  that  all  thefe 
parts  in  the  body  were  mfenfibie ,  as  foon  as  I  had  obferved  that  any  one  of  them  was  fo. 
t  This  was  in  the  year  1748. 
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in  the  operation  of  the  trepan.  Though  both  of  them  complained 
very  much  when  fcalped,  neither  of  them  ihewed  any  fymptcns  of 
“  being  diflurbed  when  the  dura  mater  was  cut* 

“  Whenever  there  has  been  extraordinary  pain  at  the  time  of  the 
c<  operation  from  bleeding  in  the  arm,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
“  lancet  has  touched  a  nerve,  and  not  the  tendon,  as  is  commonly  fup- 
“  pofed :  and  we  all  know  that  the  alarming  fymptoms  which  fometimes 
“  happen  after  bleeding,  are  oftener  owing  to  fome  circumflances  of  the' 
“  patient’s  conftitution,  than  to  any  unfortunate  or  unfldlful  manner  of 
executing  the  operation. 

“  If  we  allow  that  tendons,  ligaments,  &c.  have  any,  the  fmalleh, 
“  degree  of  fenlibility,  we  can  eafily  imagine  from  analogy  that  in- 
<x  flammation,  and  other  circumflances  of  a  difeafe,  may  raife  that  fen- 
“  Ability  to  a  very  high  degree.  A  certain  degree  of  cold,  we  know, 
**  exafperates  pain  ;  and  heat  mitigates  it  in  all  parts  of  the  body. 
“  There  may  be  many  other  things  lefs  known  that  have  the  fame  or 
“  much  greater  influence  on  pain,  and  that  may  ad;  in  particular  parts 
of  the  body  only,  or  be  pretty  equally  diffufed  over  the  whole. 

“  Without  having  taken  the  pains  of  actually  tracing  the  hiftory  of 
<(  the  opinion,  I  think  I  can  guefs  how  it  came  about  that  tendons,  &c. 
“  were  thought  to  be  very  fenfible.  In  the  firfl  place,  it  mult  have 
been  obferved  in  furgery,  that  all  fuch  parts  are  apt  to  fuppurate  in 
1(4  an  unkindly  manner  ;  to  produce  Houghs  generally  before  they  gra- 
xt  nulate  when  expofed  to  the  air;  and  that  frequently  dreadful  in- 
“  flammations  and  fevers  come  on  from  apparently  flight  injuries  in 
“  fuch  parts.  Thence  it  would  feem  natural  to  conclude,  that  thofe 
“  parts  are  very  irritable,  fenfible,  and  full  of  nerves,  the  organs  of 
"  fenfation.  Another  thing  that  would  naturally  miflead  people  into 
<f  the  opinion  was  this  :  all  thefe  parts  were  conflantly  by  anatomifls 
<(  called  nervous  parts.  The  Greeks  gave  us  our  anatomical  language, 

“  and  ufed  the  word  vev?ov,  not  only  to  fignify  what  we  now  call  a  nerve, 
but  a  tendon  likewife  and  a  ligame?it .  It  was  the  name  given  to  the 
i(  ge?ms  of  which  there  were  three Jpecies  ;  and,  for  this  reafon,  the  term, 
c<  nervous  parts,  in  Greek  writers,  flgnifies  equally  nervous,  or  tendinous , 

“  or  ligamentous  parts  of  the  body.  Thus  tendinous  expanfions  were 
“  called  aponeurofes  by  the  Greek  writers,  and  by  the  moderns  too. 

It  is  from  the  fame  fource  that  we  have  taken  our  exprefiion  a  ner- 
“  vous  arm ,  See.  fignifying  finewy,  or  flrong,  and  nervous  Jiile,  exprefling 
force  and  energy.” 
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The  fir  ft  time  I  ever  knew  of  Baron  Haller’s  having  any  particular 
opinion  upon  this  fubje<ft,  was  on  paying  a  vifit  to  Ur.  Peter  Shaw', 
who  gave  me  Caftell’s  thefts,  printed  in  1753  ;  and  feme  time  after, 

I  had  the  pleafure  of  reading  the  Memoire  in  the  fecond  volume  of 
the  ABa  Gotting.  publifhed  in  the  fame  year  *.  From  that  time,  at  my 
ledures,  I  treated  the  infenfibility  of  tendons,  &c.  as  my  own  obferva- 
tion,  exprefied  my  fatisfadion  at  its  being  confirmed,  and  extended  to 
other  parts  by  Baron  Haller ;  and  after  giving  a  general  account  of  his 
obfervations  with  commendation  and  refped,  I  commonly  made  remarks 
to  the  following  purpofe. 

Remark  i.  “  After  all  I  fufped  that  Baron  Haller  has  perhaps  gone 
“  too  far  in  concluding  that  thefe  parts  have  abfolutely  no  fenfe  of  feel- 
“  ing.  Experiments  made  on  brutes  cannot  afeertain  the  fad.  It  muft 
“  be  done  by  obfervations  made  on  living  human  bodies,  where  we  can 
“  be  informed  of  the  more  obtufe  and  gentle,  as  well  as  of  the  more 
“  painful  and  exquifite  fenfations.  The  cafe  of  Mr.  Ranby  feems  to 
“  me  more  conclufive  than  any  hitherto  related  of  the  human  body  ; 

44  and 

*  As  I  really  have  not,  nor  ever  had,  a  difpute  with  Baron  Haller,  and  as  I  believe  he 
would  upon  every  occafion  be  ready  to  do  me  juftice,  I  would  avoid  every  thing  that  could 
be  conftrued  difputing  with  him.  Yet  the  reader  would  no  doubt  wifh  to  fee  here  in  a  few 
words  how  this  opinion  of  infenfibility  Bands  as  to  time  betwixt  Baron  Haller  and  rnyfelf. 

I  conceived  the  opinion  in  1741  or  1742,  when  I  attended  St.  George’s  hofpital ;  taught 
it  in  my  leisures  in  1746;  confirmed  it  by  ferjeant  Ranby’s  cafe  in  1748;  and  firft  learned 
that  Baron  Haller  was  nearly  of  the  fame  opinion  in  175J. 

Baron  Haller  conceived  the  fir  ft  opinion  about  the  fenfibiiity  of  tendons  in  May,  1748  (a); 
and  the  firft  experiment  which  he  made  on  purpofe  to  determine  the  point  was  in  Novem¬ 
ber,  1750  ( b ). 

The  firft  experiment  which,  he  mentions  on  th e  pericjlcum  was  made  in  November,  1750  (c).. 

His  firft  upon  ligaments  was  in  December,  1750  ( d ). 

The  firft  obfervations  which  he  made  upon  the  infenfibility  of  the  dura  mater  were  with 
Zinn  (<?) ,  when  they  were  making  experiments  upon  the  corpus,  callofum.  Baron  Haller  fays 
this  was  in  January,  1748.  Perhaps  there  may  be  fome  iniftake  or  typographical  error  in 
this  date  ;  for  from  the  following  exordium  of  Zinn’s  thefis ,  we  ftiould  naturally  believe 
that  the  experiments  had  been  made  late  in  the  fpring,  or  in  the  fummer,  1759.  Cum 

mihi  feribendum  effet  tempore  a  dijjettionibus  anatomicis  libero - - decrevi  experimenta 

qua; dam  capere  circa  corpus  callofum ,  cerebellum  &  duram  matrem. 

The  firft  experiments  that  were  made  exprefly  in  order  to  try  the  fenfibility  of  the  dura 
mater  were  in  November,  1750  (/"). 


[a)  Mem.  fur  la  Nat.  Senfible,  &c.  Vol.  I.  p.  13a.  ( b )  Ibid.  p.  116-  (r)  Ibid, 

p.  139.  (d)  Ibid.  p.  140.  {e)  Ibid.  p.  151,152.  (/)  Ibid,  p.,  152. 
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t(  and  yet,  when  all  is  laid  together,  I  would  not  venture  to  pronounce 
“  fuch  parts  to  be  abfolutely  void  of  fenfe  in  a  found  flate,  or  incapable 
“  of  more  acute  feeling  in  particular  difeafes. 

Remark  2.  “  Baron  Haller  appears  to  be  led  into  an  error  in  furgery. 
“  From  his  experiments  and  obfervations  he  feems  to  think  that  wounds 
“  and  pundtures  of  tendons  and  ligaments,  and  penetrating  wounds  in 
“  the  joints,  will  be  found  to  be  attended  with  as  little  danger,  and  to 
“  heal  as  kindly  as  fimilar  wounds  in  fiefhy  parts.  The  danger  of  a. 
“  wound  will  not  be  found  to  be  proportioned  to  the  pain  which  the 
“  patient  feels  when  the  wound  is  inflidted  ;  that  pain  being  momentary 
“  for  the  moll  part,  or  tranlient,  and  of  little  confequence.  And  cures 
“  that  happen  in  the  body  of  the  quadruped  mufl  be  applied  with  great 
“  caution  to  the  human  body.  From  many  cafes  that  have  come  under 
“  my  own  obfervation,  as  well  as  thofe  which  l  have  learned  from. 
“  others,  I  am  fo  well  convinced  of  the  great  danger  of  pundtures  in. 
“  tendinous  and  ligamentous  parts,  more  efpecially  about  joints,  that  I 
“  think  it  my  duty  to  put  you  upon  your  guard :  and  particularly 
“  to  caution  you  again  It  cutting  into  the  cavity  of  a  joint,  unlefs 
“  there  be  very  urgent  reafon.  Sometimes,  indeed,  thefe  wounds  will 
“  heal  up  very  kindly  ;  and  fuch  favourable  cafes  have  made  fome  fur- 
geons  look  upon  them  as  not  particularly  dangerous  ;  but  more  ge- 
“  nerally,  even  when  the  habit  appears  to  be  healthy,  they  are  followed 
**  with  violent  pain  and  inflammation,  and  with  a  very  bad  fpecies  of 
“  fever,  and  with  large  fuppurations.  At  this  time  patients  are  often 
“  delirious  ;  often  convulfed.  Sometimes  they  are  foon  carried  off  by 
“  the  violence  of  the  fever  :  fometimes  death  is  more  flow,  as  if  it  was 
“  partly  brought  on  by  the  fever,  and  partly  by  the  immenfe  dilcharge. 
“  And  when  they  do  recover,  it  is  almoil  always  with  the  lofs  either 
«  of  the  limb,  or  at  lead;  of  the  motion  of  the  joint  :  and  generally 
“  the  whole  habit  is  fo  much  vitiated,  that  it  is  a  long  time  before 
“  they  recover  perfect  health  *. 

“  Perhaps  from  the  obvious  flrufture  of  a  joint  one  reafon  may  be 
“  afhgned  for  an  inflammation  being  more  painful  and  more  mifchievous 
“  in  its  confequences  here,  than  in  many  other  parts  ;  there  is  a  want  of 
iC  room  for  the  parts  to  fwell,  and  yet  to  be  tolerably  at  their  cafe.  The 
«  cavity  of  a  joint  is  fo  fully  poffeffed  in  the  natural  flate,  and  the  li- 
gaments  fo  tight  and  fo  flrong,  that  when  the  deep-feated  parts  inflame 

“  and 


*  Here  cafes  were  mentioned. 
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“  and  fwcll,  they  comprefs  one  another  in  the  fame  proportion:  and  that 
“  thecompreflionof  an  inflamed  part  will  aggravate  pain,  and  give  fury  to 
“  the  difeafe,  needs  not  be  explained  in  a  country  where  tight  bandages 
4‘  have  been  fo  happily  exploded.” 

If  all  this  fhould  be  reckoned  a  difpute  with  Haller ,  if  it  Ihould 
prove  very  troublefome ,  and  at  lajl  redound  very  little  to  my  honour ,  as 
Profeflor  Monro  gives  out,  anatomifts  mull  be  very  cautious  in  their  im¬ 
provements  and  communications. 

But  I  have  the  pleafure  to  find  that  Baron  Haller  has  not  taken  his  opi¬ 
nion  of  me  from  the  two  Profeflors;  for  in  the  very  laft  piece  that  I  have 
feen  of  his  writing,  where  he  is  treating  of  the  difpute  about  the  fenfible 
and  infenfible  parts,  and  where  he  is  complaining  with  great  freedom  of 
fome  other  men,  he  mentions  my  name,  and  my  opinion,  in  a  very  dif¬ 
ferent  manner  *.  And  I  am  the  more  proud  of  the  good  opinion  which 
he  is  pleafed  to  entertain  of  me,  as  I  have  never  taken  any  pains  to 
clear  myfelf  of  the  afperfion.  On  the  contrary,  I  rather  avoided  a  fair 
opportunity  that  fell  in  my  way ;  and  I  did  fo,  becaufe  I  felt  myfelf  mor¬ 
tified  at  the  thought  of  being  obliged  to  juftify  myfelf  againfi  an  accufation 
fo  ill  grounded,  and  fo  firongly  marked  with  partiality. 


CHAP.  IX. 

Of  the  Rupture,  in  which  the  T* eft  is  is  in  contact  with  the 

Intefline. 

S  .  t  \ 

T^HE  only  difpute,  which  Profeflor  Monro  fen.  can  poflibly  accufe 
me  of  having  with  Mr.  Pott,  relates  to  that  particular  fpecies  of 
rupture,  in  which  the  intefline  is  found  in  contact  with  the  tejiis  -y  and, 
I  prefume,  is  what  the  Profeflor  is  afraid  may  redound  to  my  dishonour, 
I  fli all  endeavour  fairly  to  reprefent  the  cafe  j  and  fhall  then  inofl  readily 
fubmit  to  the  judgment  of  the  public. 

Some  time  about  the  year  1748,  Mr.  Sharp  afked  me  in  converfation, 
if,  in  differing  ruptures,  I  had  ever  found  the  intefline  in  the  fame  bag, 
and  in  contact  with  the  tejiis .  I  told  him,  I  never  had  found  it  fo,  and 
did  not  think  it  poflible.  He  faid  he  had  met  with  it  three  times,  if 

he 

*  Mem.  fur  les  Part,  fenfib.  &  infenfib.  Tom.  IV.  p.  37. 
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he  was  not  very  much  deceived  ;  but,  that  in  two  of  thofe  inftances,  he 
could  not  be  fo  politive  about  the  fad,  becaufe  the  obfervation  was  made 
in  performing  the  operation  for  the  bubonocele  oil  a  living  body.  He 
did  me  the  honour  to  defire  that  we  might  examine  together  the  firft 
ruptured  lubjed  that  either  of  us  fhould  meet  with.  A  few  weeks  after 
this  a  fubjed  was  brought  to  me,  which  was  ruptured  on  both  fides. 
The  fize  and  lliape  of  the  tumour  were  almoft  exadly  the  fame  in  both,, 
and  the  protruded  bowels  were  fallen  down  as  far  as  the  loweft  part  of  the 
fcrotum .  I  examined  them  in  Mr.  Sharp’s  prefence  and  under  his  di- 
redion  ;  and  as  foon  as  the  hernial  fac  of  the  right  fide  was  laid  open, 
we  law  the  tejiis  lying  bare,  in  the  bottom  of  its  cavity.  The  tunica 
albuginea  and  the  naked  epididymis  were  feen  fo  difiindly,  that  there 
was  no  room  for  a  moment’s  doubt.  Then  we  difieded  the  rupture  of 
the  left  fide ;  and  there  it  was  as  indifputable  that  the  bottom  of  the 
hernial  fac  was  fituated  upon  the  outfide  of  the  tunica  vaginalis  propria,.. 
or,  in  other  words,  that  thefe  two  bags  were  difiind,  and  without  any 
communication  ;  and  that  the  intefiine  in  fuch  a  rupture  could  not  have 
come  into  contad  with  the  tejiis ,  unlefs  a  laceration  had  been  pro¬ 
duced  both  in  the  hernial  fac,  and  in  the  tunica  vaginalis  propria.  We 
therefore  concluded  that  fuch  a  laceration  of  thofe  bags  had  adually 
happened  to  the  rupture  of  the  right  fide,  and  that  it  muft  happen  in  all- 
ruptures  where  the  tejiis  is  found  in  contad  with  the  intefiine. 

At  this  time  both  Mr.  Sharp  and  myfelf  were  confidering  the  parts- 
concerned,  only  as  they  really  are  in  found  adult  bodies  ;  and  whenever 
a  rupture  is  produced  under  fuch  a  fiate  of  thofe  parts,  it  cannot  be 
otherwife  ;  that  is,  either  the  hernial  fac  and  tunica  vaginalis  propria 
muft:  be  difiind  cavities,  or  the  bowels  muft  have  forced  their  way 
through  both  bags,  and  thus  have  come  into  contad  with  the  tejiis*- 
Mr.  Sharp  taught  this  dodrine  afterwards  in  his  writings*,  as  I  did 
in  my  ledures.  I  preferved  the  tw’O  ruptures,  and  occafionally  fhewed 
them  to  illuftrate  the  dodrine  in  my  ledures,  and  always  told  my 
audience  what  I  have  been  now  relating,  as  a  piece  of  juftice  to  Mr. 

Scon 

*  Critical  Enquiry,  Lond.  1750,  pag.  3.  <c  It  is  evident  to  me,  that  notwlthflanding 

the  peritonaeum  may  at  firft  fall  down  with  the  vifcera^  yet  in  length  of  time  it  may  alfo 
“  be  ruptured,  becaufe  I  have  found  the  intejiine  and  0 mer.tum  within  the  tunica  vaginalis  of 
il  the  tefticle,  and  in  contact  with  the  tefhcle  itfelf,  which  they  could  not  pofiibly  have 
“  been,  if  they  were  inveloped  in  a  portion  of  the  peritanaum  :  however,  this  circumffince 
“  occurs  but  rarely,  for  we  ufually  find,  &c.” 
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Soon  after  this,  Mr.  Chefelden,  who  w-as  then  compofing  his  remarks 
on  Le  Dran’s  Surgery,  faw  thefe  two  ruptures,  and  defired  to  have  a 
drawing,  or  rather  indeed  a  fketch  of  them,  which  he  in  graved  and 
publifhed.  In  the  explanation  of  the  figures,  he  did  me  the  honour  to 
mention  me,  and  declared  himfelf  to  be  of  the  fame  opinion,  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  inteftine  had  got  into  contiguity  with  the  teftis  *. 

In  the  latter  end  of  the  year  1755,  when  I  firfi  had  the  pleafure  of 
reading  Baron  Haller’s  obfervations  on  the  hernia  congenita  -(-,  it  firuck 
my  imagination  that  the  fiate  of  the  tejiis  in  the  foetus  and  its  defcent 
from  the  abdomen  into  the  fcrotum  would  explain  feveral  things  concern¬ 
ing  ruptures  and  the  hydrocele ,  and  particularly  that  obfervation  which 
Mr.  Sharp  had  communicated  to  me,  viz.  that  in  ruptures  the  intefiine 
is  fometimes  in  contact  with  the  tejiis.  I  communicated  my  ideas  upon 
this  fubjeCt  to  my  brother,  and  defired  that  he  would  take  every  op¬ 
portunity  of  learning  exactly  the  fiate  of  the  teftis  before  and  after 
birth,  and  the  fiate  of  ruptures  in  children.  We  were  both  convinced 
that  the  examination  of  thofe  faCts  would  anfwer  our  expectation,  and 
both  recollected  having  feen  appearances  in  children,  that  agreed  with 
our  fuppofition,  but  faw  now  that  we  had  negleCted  making  the  proper 
ufe  of  them. 

In  the  courfe  of  the  winter,  my  brother  had  feveral  opportunities  of 
differing  fcetufes  of  different  ages,  and  of  making  fome  drawings  of 
the  parts  ;  and  all  his  obfervations  agreed  with  the  ideas  I  had  formed 
of  the  nature  of  ruptures,  and  of  the  origin  of  the  tunica  'vaginalis 
propria  in  the  foetus.  But  till  thofe  obfervations  were  repeated  to  his 
fatisfaClion,  and  were  fufficiently  afcertained,  he  defired  me  not  to  men¬ 
tion  the  opinion  in  my  leCture  ;  and  therefore,  when  treating  of  the 
coats  of  the  teflis,  and  of  the  fituation  of  the  hernial  fac,  &c,  I  only 
put  in  this  temporary  caution,  that  I  was  then  fpeaking  of  thofe  things 
as  they  are  commonly  in  adult  bodies,  and  not  as  they  are  in  th z  foetus  : 
and  at  lafi,  when  I  was  concluding  my  leCtures  for  that  feafon  in  the 
end  of  April,  1756,  with  a  courfe  of  the  chirurgical  operations,  I  gave 
a  very  general  account  of  my  brother’s  obfervations,  and  fhewcd  both 
the  drawing  of  Fig.  II.  which  was  then  finifhed,  and  the  fubjeCt  from 
which  it  was  made. 

Some 

*  Le  Dran’s  Operations,  tranflated  by  Mr.  Gataker,  with  Mr.  Chefelden’s  remarks,  Lond. 
1749,  page  463.  “  E,  the  fac  of  the  hernia  intejllnalls  which  had  communicated  itfelf  to 

“  the  tefticle - The  prefent  cafes  I  had  fr.om  Mr.  Hunter,  & c.” 

f  Alberti  Halleri  Opufcul.  Patholog.  Laufan.  1755,  8vo.  pag.  53,  &c. 
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n ,,  ^  ^  ^  ^  * 
Some  time  in  ^  June  <*g==fo4y  following,  Mr.  Pott  prefen  ted  me  with 

his  Treatife  of  Ruptures.  In  the  preface  I  found  that  he  had  done  me 
the  honour  of  adding  my  name  to  a  very  refpedtable  lilt  ;  and  I  ima¬ 
gined  that  this  compliment  was  meant  as  a  very  kind  return  for  the  re- 
lpedl  which  I  had  wilhed  to  Ihew  him  upon  every  occalion,  and  parti¬ 
cularly  for  what  had  palled  between  us  fome  time  before,  at  a  meeting 
for  examining  the  nature  of  ruptures,  and  the  Rate  of  the  parts  con¬ 
cerned  :  for,  when  he  began  to  compofe  his  treatife  (as  I  prefume,  be- 
caufe,  though  he  faid  nothing  to  me  of  fuch  an  intention,  I  foon  after 
heard  of  it  among,  his  friends)  he  deli  red  that  we  might  examine  thofe 
things  in  the  frit  proper  fubjedt  which  I  could  apply  to  that  purpofe. 
My  brother  dilfedted  the  parts  on  both  fides  of  a  body,  in  the  fame  man¬ 
ner  as  they  were  commonly  prepared  for  my  ledture,  and  fo  as  to  de- 
monfirate  my  ideas  as  clearly  as  poflible.  We  examined  the  parts  with 
attention,  both  in  the  frefh  fubjedt,  and  in  fome  preparations  of  hernice  ; 
and  thofe  who  have  attended  my  ledtures  may  imagine  what  I  demon- 
firated,  and  what  I  faid.  So  far  as  I  could  judge,  I  had  the  fatisfadtion 
of  finding  that  we  thought  alike  upon  moll;  points. 

In  perufing  the  book  itfelf,  I  was  forry  to  meet  with  the  following 
palfage,  (page  13)  “  If  the  tefiicles  of  a  foetus  were  down  in  the  fcro¬ 
tum ,  dependent  from  the  fpermatic  chord,  as  they  are  in  an  adult, 
they  would  in  fome  pofiures  and  difpofitions  of  the  child  at  the  time 
of  parturition  be  very  liable  to  be  hurt ;  to  prevent  which,  and  pofii- 
bly  for  other  reafons  alfo,  the  tefiicles  of  a  fcetus ,  during  its  refidence 
in  the  uterus,  lie  within  the  abdomen,  behind  the peritoneum,  defended 
by  the  bone. 

“  Soon  after  birth,  when  the  lungs  come  to  be  difiended  with 
*air  and  prefs  on  the  diaphragm,  when  the  mufcles  of  refpiration  adt, 
and  thofe  of  the  abdomen  begin  to  fqueeze  the  contents  of  the  belly, 
the  tefiicles  are  pulhed  out  through  the  apertures  in  the  abdominal 
mufcle  (called  the  rings)  into  the  upper  part  of  the  fcrotum :  this 
“  palfage  of  the  tefiicle  from  the  belly  into  the  fcrotum,  I  take  to  be  the 
principal  caufe  of  the  ruptures  of  infants ;  for  the  ring  or  aperture  being 
by  this  means  dilated,  a  portion  of  caul  or  gut  has  an  opportunity  oi 
flipping  through,  before  the  aperture  has  had  time  to  contradt  itfelt 
again,  and  which  protrufion  will  be  forwarded  by  the  continual  efiorts 
of  the  child  in  crying. 

“  This  has  always  appeared  to  me  to  be  the  cafe - ” 

I  fay,  I  was  forry  to  fee  this  palfage  in  my  friend’s  performance,  but 
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took  no  notice  of  it  to  the  author,  when  I  thanked  him  for  his  prefenf* 
or  to  any  other  perfon.  The  fubjedt  appeared  to  me  to  be  too  delicate- 
for  converfation  ;  and  the  reader  will  no  doubt  think  fo,  when  I  tell, 
him  in  what  light  it  appeared  to  me.  The  firft  part  is  certainly  erro¬ 
neous  with  regard  to  the  fadt  which  is  advanced  and  the  reafoning  is. 
-not  fo  folid  as  might  have  been  expedted.  The  tejies  of  a  foetus  do  not 
lie  within  the  abdomen  till  after  its  birth  ;  they  fall  down  before  that 
period  :  and  furely  we  muft  allow  that  the  tefles  are  more  in  danger  from 
accidents  after,  than  in  the  time  of  birth ;  and  that,  if  their  fituation  was 
to  be  determined  by  proteblion  and  danger ,  they  ought  to  be  going  up,, 
juft  at  the  time  when  they  are  coming  down. 

The  fecond  part  of  the  paftage  feems  to  be  taken  from  Haller  ;  at 
leaft  it  happens  to  be  precifely  what  that  author  had  published  in  the. 
preceding  year.  His  words  are  “  Neutram  caufam  (fc.  herniarum^ 
t(  exclufam  velim,  profundius  tamen  ftepe  latere  radices,  ex  his  obferva- 
“  tionibus  adparebit,  ex  quibus  conftat  in  ipfo  feetu  non  valde  raro  jam. 
“  natam  herniam  reperiri,  vacuam  equidem,  fed  quam  ex  minimis  caufts 

“  inteftino  repleri  oporteat. - In  feetu  enim — teftes  in  cellulofa  tela 

lumborum  fedent,  proxime  reuum — Defcendunt  inde — fenfim  & — in 
“  ferotum  adveniunt,  femper  retro  peritonaeum,  &c.  Caufa  hujus  pro- 
((  greffus  videtur  in  refpirationis  vi,  &  in  mufculorum  abdominis  poteftate 
poni. — Herniarum,  ni  fallor,  congenitarum,  modus  hinc  elucefcit,  quo 
“  generantur.  Patulus  eft  proceffus  peritonad,  &c.  Cum  autem  his  in 
corporibus  teftes  eodem  cum  inteftinis  facco  omnino  contineantur, 
“  nihil  eft  ftngularis  ftve  inexpedtati,  ft  ea  in  apertum  faccum,  a  levi  vi 

“  deprefta  fuerint - Annon  id  fuadet  notiftima  obfervatio,  longe  plerof- 

“  que  herniofos  in  state  infantili  id  vitium  contraxifte - Nullum  adeo 

“  fere  mihi  dubium  fupereft,  quin  prima  in  origine  teftis  in  abdomine 
{(  fedeat,  deinde  vi  refpirationis,  clamoris  &  nixuum  paulatim.  See.” 
Now  if  the  reader  will  conftder  that  Baron  Haller’s  Opufcula  Patbologica 
which  contained  this  curious  obfervation,  were  publifhed  in  the  year 
preceding  the  publication  of  Mr.  Pott’s  treatife,  and  were  in  every  body’s 
hands  here  *,  he  will  not  be  furprifed  that  I  felt  fome  uneaftnefs  for  my 
friend,  at  reading  the  laft  part  of  the  paftage  quoted,  viz.  “  This  has 
“  always  appeared  to  me  to  be  the  cafe.” 

Upon 

*  This  work  of  Haller  had  not  only  been  generally  read  in  the  original,  and  approved  of 
here,  but  even  its  Englifh  tranflation  was  advertifed  on  the  20th  of  -February,  1756,  that 
is,  fome  months  before  Mr.  Pott’s  publication. 
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Upon  reading  a  few  pages  more,  I  found  that  whether  he  had  always 
been  of  that  opinion,  or  had  forgot  that  it  was  likewife  Haller’s,  he  could 
not  then  account  for  the  contiguity  of  the  tejiis  and  inteftine  in  fome 
ruptures.  “  The  cafe  quoted  by  Mr.  Sharp,”  fays  he,  page  21,  “  of  the 
inteftine  being  found  in  contadt  with  the  tefticle  being  an  accidental 
“  thing,  and  to  be  ranked  as  fuch,  or  as  one  of  the  lufus  nature v.” 
Therefore  I  concluded  that  what  I  had  taught  at  my  ledture  in  the  latter 
end  of  April,  relating  to  the  hernia  congenita  could  not  have  come  to  his 
knowledge  before  this  firffc  part  of  his  book  was  printed. 

My  brother  continued  his  inquiry,  and  by  the  autumn  had  afeertained 
what  I  Shall  next  prefent  to  the  public  in  his  name.  Afterwards  I  Shall 
refume  my  narrative. 


e<  Observations  on  the  State  of  the  'Tejiis  in  the  Pectus,  and  on  the 
Hernia  Congenita ,  by  Mr.  John  Hunter. 

€€  Until  the  approach  of  birth,  the  tejles  of  the  fat  us  are  lodged 
'within  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen ,  and  may  therefore  be  reckoned  among 
the  abdominal  vifeera. 

They  are  fituated  immediately  below  the  kidneys,  on  the  forepart  of 
the  pfoa  mufcles,  and  by  the  Side  of  the  reffium,  where  this  intefline  is 
pafling  down  into  the  cavity  of  the  pelvis  :  for  in  the  feetus  the  reblum , 
which  is  much  larger  in  proportion  to  the  capacity  of  the  pelvis,  than  in 
the  full  grown  fubjedt,  lies  before  the  vertebra  lumborum  as  well  as  before 
the  os  facrum.  Indeed  the  cafe  is  pretty  much  the  fame  with  regard  to 
all  the  contents  of  the  pelvis  :  that  is,  their  fituation  is  much  higher  in 
the  foetus  than  in  the  adult ;  the  figmoeide  flexure  of  the  colon,  part  of 
the  reblum,  the  greateft  part  of  the  bladder,  the  fundus  uteri,  the  fallo-  • 
pian  tubes  &c,  being  placed  in  th e  foetus  above  the  hollow  of  the  pelvis „ 
in  the  common  or  great  abdominal  cavity. 

At  this  time  the  fhape  or  figure  of  the  teflis  is  much  the  fame  as  ill 
the  adult,  and  its  pofition  or  attitude  is  the  fame  as  when  it  is  in  the  fero- 
tum  :  that  is,  one  end  is  placed  upwards,  the  other  downwards  ;  one  flat 
fide  is  to  the  right,  the  other  to  the  left  j  and  oile  edge  is  turned  back¬ 
wards,  the  other  forwards.  But  as  the  tef  is  is  lefs  connedted  with  the 
furrounding  parts  while  it  is  in  the  loins,  its  pofition  may  be  a  little  va¬ 
riable.  The  moll  natural  feems  to  be  when  the  anterior  edge  is  turned 
•diredtly  forwards  $  but  the  leaft  touch  of  any  thing  will  throw  that  edge 
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either  to  the  right  fide,  or  to  the  left,  and  then  the  flat  flde  of  the  tefis 
is  turned  forwards. 

It  is  attached  to  the  pfoas  mufcle  all  along  its  poflerior  edge,  except 
juft  at  its  upper  extremity.  This  attachment  is  formed  by  the  perito¬ 
naeum ,  which  covers  the  tejiis  and  gives  it  a  fmooth  furface,  in  the  fame 
manner  as  it  invelopes  the  other  loofe  abdominal  vifcera. 

The  epididymis  lies  along  the  outflde  of  the  pofterior  edge  of  the  tejiis , 
as  in  older  bodies,  but  is  larger  in  proportion,  and  adheres  backwards  to 
the  pfoas.  When  the  foetus  is  very  young,  the  adheflon-  of  the  tejiis  and 
epididymis  to  the  pjoas  is  very  narrow  ;  and  then  the  tejiis  is  more  loofe, 
and  more  projecting  but  as  the  foetus  advances  in  months,  the  adheflon 
of  the  tefis  to  the  pfoas  becomes  broader  and  tighter. 

The  veflels  of  the  tefis,  like  thofe  of  moft  parts  of  the  body,  com¬ 
monly  rife  from  the  neareft  larger  trunks,  viz.  from  the  aorta  and  cava,, 
or  from  the  emulgents. 

The  artery  rifes  generally  from  the  forepart  of  the  aorta,  a  little  below: 
the  emulgent  artery  ;  and  often  from  the  emulgent  itfelf,  efpecially  in 
the  right  fide  of  the  body ;  which- may  happen  the  rather,  becaufe  the 
trunk  of  the  aorta  is  more  diftant  from  the  right  tefis  than  from  the  left*. 
Sometimes,  but  much  more  rarely,  the  fpermatic  artery  fprings  from  the 
phrenic,  or  from  that  of  the  capfula  renalis.  Befldes  the  artery  which  rifes 
from  the  aorta,  or  emulgent  &c,  the  tefis  receives  one  from  the  hypo- 
gaftric  artery,  which  is  fometimes  as  large  as  the  other.  It  runs  up¬ 
wards  from  its  origin,  palling  clofe  to  the  vas  deferens,  in  its  way  to  the 
tefis.  The  fuperior  fpermatic  artery  fometimes  paffes  before  the  lower 
end  of  the  kidney.  Both  thefe.  arteries  run  in  a  ferpentine  direction, 
making  pretty  large  but  gentle  turnings  ;  both  are  fltuated  behind  the 
peritonaeum,  and  both  run  into  the  pofterior  edge  of  the  tefis,  between  the 
two  reflected  laminae  of  that  membrane,  much  in  the  fame  manner  as  the 
veflels  pafs  to  the  inteftines  between  the  two  reflected  laminae  of  the  mefh- 
colon  or  mefentery. 

The  veins  of  the  tefis  are  analogous  to  its  arteries.  The  fuperior 
fpermatic  vein  (to  begin  with  its  trunk)  rifes  commonly  in  the  following 
manner  ;  on  the  right  fide  from  the  trunk  of  the  cava  a  little  below  the 
emulgent,  and  on  the  left  flde  from  the  left  emulgent  vein.  The  reafon 
of  this  difference  between  the  right  and  left  fpermatic  vein,  no  doubt,  is 
becaufe  the  cava  is  not  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  body  ;  fo  that  by  the 
rule  of  ramification,  which  is  obferved  in  moft  parts  of  the  body,  the 
cava  is  the  neareft  large  vein  of  the  right  flde,  and  the  emulgent  is  the, 

neareft; 


I 


and  on  the  Hernia  Congenita.  jy 

neareft  large  vein  of  the  left  lide.  But  the  difference  is  inconfiderable  ; 
and  accordingly  we  fometimes  find  the  right  fpermatic  vein  coming  from 
the  right  emulgent  vein,  and  feveral  other  varieties,  which,  fo  far  as  I 
can  obferve,  follow  no  precife  rule.  There  is  likewife  a  fpermatic  vein* 
which  rifes  from  the  internal  iliac,  and  runs  up  to  the  tejiis  with  the 
inferior  fpermatic  artery.  Both  the  fpermatic  veins  run  behind  the 
pentonoeum  with  their  correfponding  arteries,  and  go  into  the  pofterior 
edge  of  the  tejiis ,  where  they  are  loft  in  fmall  branches. 

The  nerves  of  the  tejiis ,  like  its  blood- velfels,  come  from  the  neareft 
fource ;  that  is,  from  the  abdominal  plexufes  of  the  intercoftal ;  efpe- 
cially  the  inferior  mefenteric  plexus.  They  run  to,  the  tejiis ,  attending 
upon  its  blood- veftels,  and  are  difperfed  with  them  through  its  fubftance. 
The  tejiis  therefore,  with  refped:  to  its  nerves,  may  he  reckoned  an  abdo¬ 
minal  vij'cus  ;  and  this  obfervatiorf  will  hold  good,  when  applied  to  the 
full-grown  fubjedt,  as  well  as  to  the  foetus :  for  thofe  branches  of  the- 
lumbar  nerves,  which  are  commonly  faid  to  be  fent  to  the  tefis,  pafling 
through  the  tendon  of  the  external  oblique  mufcle,  in  reality  go  not  to 
the  tefiis  itfelf,  but  to  its  exterior  coverings,  and  to  the  ferotum. 

The  epididymis  begins  at  the  outer  and  pofterior  part  of  the  upper  end 
of  the  tejiis,  immediately  above  the  entrance  of  the  blood- veftels. 
There  it  is  thick,  round,  and  united  to  the  tejiis ;  as  it  paftes  down,  it 
becomes  a  little  fmaller  and  more  flat^  and  is  only  attached  backwards 
to  the  tefis,  or  rather  indeed  to  its  veftels,  for  it  lies  loofe  againft  the 
fide  of  the  tefis  forwards  ;  and  at  its  lower  end  it  is  again  more  firmly, 
attached  to  the  body  of  the  tefis  ;  fo  that  in  the  foetus  there  is  a  cavity 
or  pouch  formed  between  the  middle  part  of  the  tefis  and  the  middle 
part  of  the  epididymis ,  which  is  more  confiderable  than  what  is  common¬ 
ly  obferved  in  full-grown  fubjeefts.  As  the  body  grows,  the  epididymis.. 
adheres  more  clofely  to  the  fide  of  the  tefis.  The  greateft  part  of  the 
epididymis  is  made  up  of  one  convoluted  canal,  which  becomes  larger* 
in  fize  and  lefs  convoluted  towards  the  lower  end  of  the  epididymis,  and  # 
at  laft  is  manifeftly  a  fingle  tube  running  a  little  ferpentine.  That 
change  happens  at  the  lower  end  of  the  tejiis,  and  there  the  canal  takes 
the  name  of  vas  deferens. 

This  du<ft  is  a  little  convoluted  or  ferpentine  in  its  whole  courfe,  but: 
is  lefs  fo  as  it  comes  nearer  to  the  bladder  inftead  of  running  upwards^ 
from  the  lower  end  of  the  tefis,  as  it  does  at  a  more  advanced  period  oft 
life,  in  the  j'oetus  at  this  age  it  runs  downwards  and  inwards  in  its  whole, 
courfe  3  fo  that  it  goes  on  almoft  in  the  direction  of  the  epididymis,  of 
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which  it  is  a  continuation.  It  turns  inwards  from  the  lower  end  of  the 
epididymis ,  under  the  lower  end  of  the  tejiis ,  and  behind  the  upper  end 
of  a  ligament  or  gubernaculum  tejiis ,  which  I  Shall  prefently  deferibe  5 
then  it  paffes  over  the  iliac  veffels  and  over  the  inlide  of  the  pfoas 
mufcle,  fomewhat  higher  than  in  adult  bodies ;  and  at  laft  goes  between 
the  ureter  and  bladder  towards. the  bajis  of  the  proftate  gland. 

At  this  time  of  life  the  tejiis  is  connected  in  a  very  particular  manner 
with  the  parietes  of  the  abdomen ,  at  that  place  where  in  adult  bodies  the 
Spermatic  veffels  pafs  out,  and  likewife  to  th t  ferotum.  This  connection 
is  by  means  of  a  fubftance  which  runs  down  from  the  lower  end  of  the 
tejiis  to  the  ferotum ,  and  which  at  prefent  I  Shall  call  the  ligament,  or 
gubernaculum  tejiis >  becaufe  it  connects  the  tejiis  with  the  ferotum,  and 
directs  its  courSe  in  its  defeent.  It  is  of  a  pyramidal  form  ;  its  large 
bulbous  head  is  upwards  and  fixed  to  the  lower  end  'of  the  tejiis  and  epi» 
■didymisi  and  its  lower  and  flender  extremity  is  -loft  in  the  cellular  mem* 
brane  of  th z  ferotum.  The  upper  part  of  this  ligament  is  within  the 
abdomen ,  before  the  pfoas ,  reaching  from  the  tejiis  to  the  groin,  or  to 
where  the  Spermatic  veffels  begin  to  pafs  through  the  mufcles.  Here  the 
ligament  runs  down  into  th t  ferotum  precifely  in  the  fame  manner  as  the 
Spermatic  veffels  pafs  down  in  adult  bodies,  and  is  there  loft.  The  lower 
part  of  the  round  ligament  of  the  uterus  in  a  foetus  very  much  refembles 
this  ligament  of  the  tejiis  ;  and  may  be  plainly  traced  down  into  the 
labium ,  where  it  is  imperceptibly  loft.  That  part  of  the  Ugamentum 
tejiis ,  which  is  within  the  abdomen ,  is  covered  by  the  peritonaeum  all 
around,  except  at  its  poftefior  part,  which  is  contiguous  to  the  pfoas ,  and 
connected  with  it  by  the  reflected  peritoncewn ,  and  by  the  cellular  mem** 
brane.  It  is  hard  to  fay  what  the  ftruCture  or  compofition  of  this  liga¬ 
ment  may  be.  It  is  certainly  vafcular  and  fibrous,  and  the  fibres  run  in 
the  direction  of  the  ligament  itfelf.  It  may  be  mufcular  ;  and  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  believe  that  it  is  in  part  compofed  of  the  cremafler  mufcle  turned 
inwards,  and  running  upwards  to  join  the  lower  end  of  the  tejiis.  The 
following  observations  feem  to  render  this  hypothecs  probable. 

In  the  hedge-hog  the  tejies  continue  through  life  to  be  lodged  within 
the  abdomen ,  in  the  fame  Situation  as  in  the  human  foetus  ;  and  they  are 
faftened  by  the  fame  kind  of  ligament  to  the  inlide  of  the  parietes  of  the 
abdomen  at  the  groin.  Now.,  in  that  animal,  I  find  that  the  lowermoft 
fibres  of  the  internal  oblique  mufcle,  which  conftitute  the  cremafler 9  are 
turned  inwards  at  the  place  where  the  fpermatic  veffels  come  out  in  other 
animals,  making  a  ftnooth  edge  or  lip  by  their  inverfion  and  that  then 
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they  mount  up  in  the  ligament  to  the  lower  end  of  the  tefiis.  Sometimes 
in  the  human  body,  and  in  many  other  animals,  and  very  often  in  fheep, 
the  tefies  do  not  defeend  from  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen  till  late  in  life,  or 
never  at  all.  In  the  ram,  where  the  tejiis  is  come  down  into  the  ferotum,. 
the  cremajier  is  a  very  ftrong  mufcle ;  and,  though  it  be  placed  more 
inwards  at  its  beginning,  it  pafies  down  pretty  much  as  it  does  in  the 
human  body,  and  is  loft  on  the  outfide  of  the  tunica  vaginalis  :  but  in 
the  ram,  whofe  tejiis  remains  fufpended  in  the  abdominal  cavity,  I  find 
that  the  fame  cremajier  exifts,  though  it  is  a  weaker  mufcle  ;  and  inftead 
of  pafiing  downwards,  as  in  the  former  cafe,  it  turns  inwards  and  up¬ 
wards,  and  is  loft  ih'the  ligament  which  attaches  the  tejiis  to  the  parietes 
of  the  abdomen ,  and  which  in  this  ftate  of  that  animal  is  about  an  inch 
and  an  half  in  length.  In  the  human  feetus ,  while  the  tejiis  is  fufpended 
in  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen ,  the  cremajier  is  fo  flender  that  I  cannot  trace 
/  it  to  my  own  fatisfadtion,  either  turning  up  towards  the  tefiis y  or  turning 
down  towards  the  ferotum.. 

The  peritonaeum ,  which  covers  the  tefiis  and  its  ligament  or  guberna 
culunii  is  firmly  united  to  the  furfaces  of  thofe  two  bodies  ;  but  all 
around,  to  wit,  on  the  kidney,  the  pfoas,  the  iliacus  internus ,  and  the 
lower  part  of  the  abdominal  mufcles,  that  membrane  adheres  very 
loofely  to  all  the  furfaces  which  it  covers.  Where  the  peritonaeum  is 
continued  or  reflected  from  the  abdominal  mufcles  to  the  ligament  of 
the  tejiis,  it  pafies  firfi:  downwards  a  little  way  and  then  upwards,  fo  as 
to  cover  more  of  the  ligament  than  what  is  within  the  cavity  of  the 
abdomen.  At  this  place  the  peritonaeum  is  very  loofe,  thin  in  its  fu6~ 
fiance,  and  of  a  tender  or  gelatinous  texture  y  but  all  around  the  pafiage 
of  that  ligament  the  peritonaeum  is  confiderably  tighter,  thicker,  and  of 
a  more  firm  texture.  When  the  abdominal  mufcles  are  pulled  up  fo  as 
to  tighten  and  ftretch  the  peritonaeum ,  this  membrane  remains  loofe  at 
the  pafiage  of  the  ligament,  while  it  is  braced  or  tight  all  around  ;  and 
in  that  cafe  the  tight  part  forms  a  kind  of  border  or  edge  around  the 
loofe  doubled  part  of  the  peritonaeum ,  where  the  teftis  is  afterwards  to 
pafs.  This  loofe  part  of  the  peritonaeum ,  like  the  intro-fujeepted  gut,, 
may,  by  drawing  the  tefiis  upwards,  be  pulled  up  into  the  abdomen ,  and 
made  tight  ;  and  then  there  is  no  appearance  of  an  aperture  or  pafiage 
down  towards  the  ferotum  :  but  when  the  ferotum  and  ligament  are: 
drawn  downwards,  the  loofe  doubled  part  of  the  peritonaeum  defeends 
with  the  ligament,  and  then  there  is  an  aperture  from  the  cavity  of 
the  abdomen  all  around  the  forepart  of  the  ligament,  which  feems  ready 
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■to  receive  the  teftis.  This  aperture  becomes  larger  when  the  teftis 
defcends  lower,  as  if  the  pyramidal  or  wedge-like  ligament  was  firft 
»drawn  down,  in  order  not  only  to  diredt  but  to  make  room  for  the 
teftis  which  muft  follow  it.  In  fome  fcetufes  I  find  the  aperture  fo  large, 
that  I  can  pufti  the  teftis  into  it,  as  far  as  the  tendon  of  the  external 
oblique  mufcle. 

From  this  original  fituation  within  the  abdo?72en  the  teftis  is  afterwards 
moved  to  its  deftined  ftation  in  the  ftcrotum.  It  is  the  more  difficult  to 
afcertain  the  exacft  time  of  this  motion,  as  we  hardly  ever  know  the 
exadt  age  of  our  fubjedt.  According  to  the  obfervations  which  I  have  made 
it  feems  to  happen  fooner  in  fome  inffances  than  in  others,  but  generally 
about  the  eighth  month.  In  the  feventh  month  I  have  commonly  found 
the  teftis  in  the  abdomen,  and  in  the  ninth  I  have  as  commonly  found  it 
in  the  upper  part  of  th t  ftcrotum. 

At  the  abovementioned  period,  the  teftis  moves  downwards  till  its 
lower  extremity  comes  into  contadl  with  the  lower  part  of  the  abdominal 
parietes.  By  this  time  the  upper  part  of  the  ligament,  wThich  hitherto 
was  within  the  abdo?nen ,  has  funk  downwards,  lies  in  the  paflage  from 
the  abdomen  to  the  ftcrotum,  and  thus  dilates  that  paffage  for  the  re¬ 
ception  of  the  teftis .  The  place  where  the  ligament  is  moft  confined, 
and  where  the  teftis  meets  with  moft  obftrudtion  in  its  defcent,  is  the 
ring  in  the  tendon  of  the  external  oblique  mufcle  :  and  accordingly  I 
think  we  fee  more  men  who  have  one  teftis  or  both  lodged  immediately 
within  the  tendon  of  that  mufcle,  than  who  have  one  or  both  ftill  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen. 

After  the  teftis  has  got  quite  through  the  tendon  of  the  external 
oblique  mufcle,  it  may  be  confidered  as  poffefling  its  determined  ftation ; 
.though  it  commonly  remains  for  fome  time  by  the  fide  of  the  penis,  and 
by  degrees  only  defcends  to  the  bottom  of  the  ftcrotum.  And  when 
the  teftis  has  defcended  intirely  into  the  ftcrotum ,  its  ligament  is  ftill 
connected  with  it,  and  lies  immediately  under  it,  but  is  Shortened 
and  compreffed. 

Having  now  given  an  account  of  the  original  fituation  of  the  teftes , 
-of  the  time  of  their  defcent  from  the  abdomen,  and  of  the  route  which 
they  take  in  their  removal  to  the  ftcrotum ;  I  fihall  in  the  next  place 
defcribe  the  manner  in  which  they  carry  down  the  peritonaeum  with 
them,  and  then  explain  how  that  membrane  forms  the  fac  of  the 
hernia  congenita  in  fome  bodies,  and  the  tunica  vaginalis  propria  in 
others,. 
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When  the  tejtis  is  defcending,  and  when  it  has  even  palled  into 
the  fcrotum ,  it  is  Hill  covered  by  the  peritonceum,  exaCtly  in  the  fame 
banner  as  when  it  was  within  the  abdomen  j  and  the  fpermatic  veffels  run 
down  behind •  the  pefitonceum  there,  as  they  did  when  the  tejiis  lay  before 
the  pfoas  mufcle  ;  and  that  lajnella  of  the  peritonceum  is  united  behind 
with  the  teftis,  the  epididymis ,  and  the  fpermatic  velfels  (befides  the  vat 
■deferens )  as  it  was  in  the  loins  ;  and  the  teftis  is  fixed  backwards  to  the' 
parts  againfl  which  it  reds*  and  is  unconnected  and  loofe  forwards,  as 
it  was  when  in  the  abdomen.  In  coming  down,  the  tejiis  brings  the 
peritonceum  with  it  and  the  elongation  of  that  membrane,  though  in 
fome  circumftances  it  be  like  a  common  hernial  fac,  yet  in  others  is 
very  different.  If  we  can  imagine  a  common  hernial  fac  reaching  to  the 
bottom  of  the  fcrotumy  and  covered  by  the  cremafter  mufcle,  and  that 
the  pofterior  half  of  the  fac  covers,  and  is  united  with,  the  teftis ,  epidi- 
dymisy  fpermatic  velfels,  and  vas  deferensy  and  that  the  anterior  half  of 
the  fac  lies  loofe  before  all  thofe  parts,  it  will  give  a  perfect  idea  of  the 
Hate  of  th e,  peritonceum,  and  of  the  teftis  when  it  comes  firft  down  into 
the  fcrotum.  The  teftis  therefore  in  its  defcent  does  not  fall  loofe,  like 
the  inteftine  or  epiploon ,  into  the  elongation  of  the  peritonceum  ;  but  it 
Hides  down  from  the  loins,  carrying  the  peritonceiun  with  it ;  and  both 
itfelf  and  the  peritonceum  continue  to  adhere  by  the  cellular  membrane 
to  the  parts  behind  them,  as  they  did  when  in  the  loins.  This  is  a 
'circumftance  which  I  think  may  be  eafily  underflood ;  and  yet  I  fhould 
fuppofe  that  it  may  not  be  fo  very  intelligible,  becaufe  I  find  fludents 
very  generally  puzzled  with  it,  and  imagining  that,  when  the  teftis  comes 
firft  down,  it  fhould  be  loofe  all  around,  like  a  piece  of  the  gut  or  epi± 
ploon  in  a  common  hernia.  The  duCtility  of  the  peritcnceuniy  and  its  very 
loofe  connection  by  a  flight  cellular  membrane  to  the  pfoas,  and  to  all 
the  other  parts  around  the  teftis^  are  circumftances  which  favour  its 
elongation  and  defcent  into  the  fcrotum  with  the  teftis. 

It  is  plain  from  this  defcription,  that  the  cavity  of  the  bag,  or  of  the 
elongation  of  the  peritonceum ,  which  contains  the  teftis  in  the  fcrotum^ 
muft  at  firft  communicate  with  the  general  cavity  of  the  abdomen ,  by  an 
aperture  at  the  infide  of  the  groin.  That  aperture  has  exaCtly  the  ap¬ 
pearance  of  a  common  fmall  hernial  fac  :  the  fpermatic  velfels  and  vas 
deferens  lie  immediately  behind  it,  and  a  probe  paffes  readily  through  i 
from  the  general  cavity  of  the  abdomen  down  to  the  bottom  of  the 
fcrotum.  And  if  this  procefs  of  the  peritonceum  be  laid  open  through  its 
whole  length  on  the  forepart,  it  will  be  plainly  feen  to  be  a  continue- 
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tion  of  the  peritonceum ;  the  tefiis  and  epididymis  will  be  Seen  at  the 
lower  part  of  it,  without  their  loofe  coat,  the  tunica  vaginalis ;  and  the 
Spermatic  velfels,  and  the  vas  deferens  will  be  Seen  covered  by  the  pofterior 
part  of  the  bag,  in  their  whole  courfe  from  the  groin  to  the  tejlis . 

Thus  it  is  in  the  human  body,  when  the  tejlis  is  recently  come  down  ; 
and  thus  it  is,  and  continues  to  be  through  life,  in  every  quadruped, 
which  I  have  examined,  where  the  tejlis  is  in  the  fcrotum  ;  but,  in  the 
human  body,  the  communication  between  the  fac  and  the  cavity  of  the 
abdomen  is  Soon  cut  off :  indeed  I  believe  that  the  upper  part  of  the  fac 
naturally  begins  to  contract,  as  loon  as  the  tefiis  has,  palled  through 
the  mufcles.  This  opinion  is  grounded  on  the  following  observa¬ 
tion.  I  have  Seen  an  inllance,  where,  from  the  age  of  the  J'oetus  and 
from  every  other  mark,  it  was  probable  that  the  tefiis  was  very  re¬ 
cently  come  down,  and  yet  the  upper  part  of  the  fac  was  very  narrow  : 
I  pulhed  the  tefiis  upwards,  in  order  to  fee  if  it  could  be  returned  ;  the 
attachments  of  the  tefiis  ealily  admitted  of  its  afcent,  and  fo  did  the 
aperture  in  the  tendon  of  the  external  oblique  mufcle  ;  but  the  orifice 
and  upper  end  of  the  fac  would  not,  by  any  means,  admit  of  the  tejlis 
being  pulhed  quite  up  into  the  abdomen.  However  this  may  be,  the 
upper  end  of  the  fac  certainly  contracts,  and  is  quite  clofed,  in  a  very 
Short  Space  of  time  ;  for  it  is  feldom  that  any  aperture  remains  in  a 
child  bom  at  its  full  time.  The  lower  part  of  the  fac  remains  open  or 
loofe,  even  in  the  human  fubjed,  through  life,  and  forms  the  tunica 
tejlis  vaginalis  propria,  the  common  feat  of  an  hydrocele.  This  contrac¬ 
tion  and  obliteration  of  the  paifage  feems  to  be  a  peculiar  operation  of 
nature,  depending  upon  Steady  and  uniform  principles,  and  not  the 
con  Sequence  of  inflammation,  or  of  any  thing  that  is  accidental  :  and, 
therefore,  if  it  is  not  accomplished  at  the  proper  time,  the  difficulty  of 
bringing  about  an  union  of  the  part  is  much  greater ;  as  in  children  who 
have  had  the  fac  kept  open  by  a  turn  of  the  inteStine  falling  down  into 
the  fcrotum  immediately  after  the  tefiis.  This  looks  as  if  nature,  from 
being  baulked  when  She  was  in  the  humour  of  doing  her  work,  would 
not,  or  could  not  fo  eafily  do  it  afterwards.  I  Shall  readily  grant  that 
what  has  been  advanced  here  as  a  proof  of  the  dodrine,  may  be  ex¬ 
plained  upon  other  principles.  This  at  lead  is  certain,  that  the  doling 
of  the  mouth,  and  of  the  neck  of  the  fac,  is  peculiar  to  the  human  Spe¬ 
cies  and  we  muff  fuppofe  the  final  caufe  to  be  the  prevention  of  rup¬ 
tures,  to  which  men  are  fo  much  more  liable  than  beafbs,  from  their 
ered  Hate  of  body. 
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What  is  the  immediate  caufe  of  the  defcent  of  the  'Tefiis  from  the 
oins  to  the  fcrotnm  ?  It  is  evident  that  it  cannot  be  the  compreffive 
force  of  refpiration,  becaufe  commonly  the  tejiis  is  in  the  fcrotum  before 
the  child  has  breathed ;  that  is,  the  effeCt  has  been  produced  before  the 
fuppofed  caufe  has  exilted.  Is  the  tejiis  pulled  down  by  the  cremajier 
•mufcle  ?  I  can  hardly  fuppofe  that  it  is  becaufe,  if  that  was  the  cafe,  I 
fee  no  reafon  why  it  fhould  not  take  place  in  the  hedge-hog,  as  well  as 
in  other  quadrupeds. 

Why  do  the  tejies  take  their  blood-velfels  from  fuch  diftant  trunks  ? 
Thofe  phyliologifts,  who  have  puzzled  themfelves  about  the  folution  of 
this  queftion,  have  not  conf  dered,  that  in  the  firfl  formation  of  the  body, 
the  tejies  are  lituated,  not  in  the  fcrotum,  but  immediately  below  the 
kidneys  -,  and  that  therefore  it  was  very  natural  that  their  blood-velfels 
ihould  rife  in  the  fame  manner  as  thofe  of  the  kidneys,  but  a  little  lower. 
The  great  length  of  the  fpermatic  velfels  in  the  adult  body  will  no  doubt 
occaiion  a  more  languid  circulation,  which,  we  may  fuppofe,  was  the  in¬ 
tention  of  nature. 

The  fituation  of  the  tefiis  in  the  foetus  may  like  wife  account  for  the 
■contrary  directions  of  the  epididymis  and  of  the  vas .deferens  in  adult  bo¬ 
dies,  though  thefe  two  in  reality  make  only  one  excretory  canal.  In  the 
foetus  the  epididymis  begins  at  the  upper  end  of  the  tefiis ;  and  it  is  na¬ 
tural,  conlidering  .it  as  an  excretory  tube,  that  it  fhould  run  downwards. 
And  it  is  as  natural  that  the  reft  of  the  tube,  which  is  called  no  as  defe¬ 
rens,  fhould  turn  inwards  at  the  lower  end  of  the  tefis,  becaufe  that  is 
its  moft  direCt  courfe  to  the  neck  of  the  bladder.  Thus  we  fee  that  in 
the  fcetus  the  excretory  duCt  is  always  palling  downwards.  But  the 
tefis  is  directed  in  its  defcent  by  the  gubernaculum  :  and  this  is  firmly 
fixed  to  the  lower  parts  of  the  tefis  and  epididymis.,  and  to  the  beginning 
of  the  vas  deferens,  and  thence  mufc  keep  thofe  parts  invariable  in  their 
fituation  with  refpeCt  to  one  another  :  and  therefore  in  proportion  as  the 
tefis  defcends,  the  vas  deferens  mult  afcend  from  the  lower  end  of  the 
tefis  ',  and  it  mult,  from  the  palfage  through  the  abdominal  mufcles 
down  to  the  tefiis,  run  parallel  with  the  fpermatic  velfels. 

The  tefis,  its  coats,  and  the  fpermatic  chord,  are  fo  often  concern¬ 
ed  in  fome  of  the  moft  important  difeafes  and  operations  of  furgery, 
particularly  in  the  bubonocele  and  hydrocele,  that  their  ftruCture  has  been 
examined  and  defcribed  by  the  furgeons,  as  well  as  by  the  anatomifls,  of 
every  age.  Yet  the  defcriptions  of  the  .cleared:  and  bell  writers  upon 
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the  Subject  differ  fo  much  from  one  another,  and  many  of  them  differ 
fo  much  from  what  is  obvious  and  demonstrable  by  diffeCtion,  that  it 
would  feem  difficult  to  account  for  Such  a  variety  of  opinions..  The; 
very  different.  State  of  the  parts  in  the  quadruped,  and  in  the  human 
body,  no  doubt,  muSt  have  occafioned  error  and  confufion  among  the 
writers  of  more  antient  times,  when  the  parts  of  the  human  body  were 
deferibed  from  diffe&ions  and  obfervations  made  principally  upon  brutes :: 
and  the  circumflances  in  the  Structure  of  the  parts,  which  are  peculiar- 
to  the  foetus,  having  been  imperfectly  understood,  we  may  fuppofe,  has; 
likewife  contributed  to  make  perplexity  and  contradiction  among  authors*. 

Baron  Haller,  in  his  Opufcula  Pathologica ,  has  obferved  that,  in  in¬ 
fants,  Sometimes  the  intefline  falls  down  into  the  ferotum  after  the  teftis,. 
or  along  with  it,  and  occafions  what  he  calls  the  hernia  congenita .  In 
fuch  a  cafe  the  hernial  fac  is  formed  before  the  intefline  falls  down,  as, 
that  ingenious  anatomifl  has  obferved.  There  are  befides  two  very  pe¬ 
culiar  circumflances  in  a  rupture  of  this  kind  ;  the  intefline  is  always; 
in  immediate  contaCl  with  the  tefis,  and  there  is  no  tunica  vaginalis  pro¬ 
pria  teftis .  The  SlruClure  of  the  parts  in  the  foetus  explains,  in  tire  moSt 
fatisfaCiory  manner,  both  thofe  circumflances,  however  extraordinary 
they  mufl  appear  to  a  man,  who  is  only  converfant  with  the  SlruClure. 
of  the  parts  in  fubjeCts  of  a.  more  advanced  age  :  and  indeed  it  is  Sb» 
clear  that  it  needs  no  illuflration..  I  may  obferve,  however,  that  the 
hernia  congenita  may  happen,  not  only  by  the  intefline  falling  down  to* 
the  teftis  before  the  aperture  of  its  fac  be  clofed,  but  perhaps  afterwards 
for  when  the  fac  has  been  but  recently  clofed,  it  feems  poffible  enough, 
that  violence  may  open  it  again. 

It  mufl  likewife  be  obvious  to  every  anatomifl,  who.  examines  the  Slate- 
of  the  teftis  in  children  of  different  ages,  that  the  mouth  and  neck  only 
of  the  fac  clofe  up,  and  that  the  lower  part  of  the  fac  remains  loole- 
around  the  teftis,  and  makes  the  tunica  vaginalis  propria .,  Whence  it  is; 
plain  that  this  tunic  was  originally  a  part  of  the  elongated  peritonceum  * 
and  as  that  tunic  is  undoubtedly  the  feat  of  the  true  hydrocele,  it  is  alf>. 
plain  that  the  hernia  congenita  and  the  true  hydrocele  cannot  exifl  toge¬ 
ther  in  the  fame  fide  of  the  ferotum  ;  for  when  there  is  a  hernia  conge¬ 
nita,  there  is  no  other  cavity  than  that  of  the  hernial  Sac  ;  and  that  ca¬ 
vity  communicates  with  the  general  cavity  of  the  abdomen . 

The  obfervations,  contained  in  the  two  lafl  paragraphs,  occurred  to  my 
brother  upon  reading  Baron  Haller’s  Opufcula  Pathologica,  and  gave  rife 
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to  my  inquiries  upon  this  fubjed.  That  the  defcriptions  which  I  have 
given  may  be  better  underftood  I  have  annexed  three  figures  that  were 
carefully  taken  from  nature. 

The  firlt  figure  reprefents  the  tejles  within  the  abdomen ,  in  an  abortive 
fcetus  of  about  fix  months.  All  the  inteliines,  except  the  refluni,  are 
removed ;  and  the  peritoneum  in  mod  places  is  left  upon  the  furfaces. 
which  it  covers*  fo  that  the  parts  have  not  that  fharpnefs  and  diftind 
appearance,  which  might  have  been  given  to  them  by  diffediom 
A  The  upper  part  of  the  objed,  covered  with  a  cloth, 

B  B  The  thighs- 
C  The  penis  - 
D  The  fcrotim - 

E  The  flap  of  the  integuments,  abdominal  mufcles,.  and  peritoneum y 
turned  back  over  the  right  os  ilium  to.  bring  the  tejlis  into  view. 

F  The  flap  of  the  fkin  and  cellular  membrane  of  the  left  fide  difpofed 
in  the  fame  manner. 

G  The  flap  of  the  abdominal  mufcles  and  of  the  peritoneum  of  the  left 
fide  turned  back  over  the  fpine  of  the  os  Uium.  The  lower  part  of 
this  flap  is  cut  away,  in  order  to  fhew  the  ligament  of  the  tejlis. 
palling  down  through  the  ring  into  the  fcrotum. 

H  H  The  lower  part  of  each  kidney. 

I  The  projedion  formed  by  the.  lower  vertebrce  lumborumy  and  by  the 
bifurcation  of  the  aorta  and  vena  cava . 

K  The  reilum  filled  with  meconium ,  and  tied  at  its  upper  part  where  the* 
colon  was  cut  away. 

L  That  branch  of  the  inferior  mefenteric  artery  which  was  going  to  the 
colon . 

M  The  lower  branch  of  the  fame,  artery,  which  went  down  into  the 
pelvis  behind  the  reilum .. 

The  lower  part  of  the  bladder,  that  part  of  it  which  is  higher  than, 
the  ojja  pubis  in  fo  young  a  fcetus  being  cut  away. 

O  O  .The  hypogaftric  or  umbilical  arteries  cut  through,  where  they  were 
turning  up  by  the  fides  of  the  bladder  in  their  way  to  the  navel. 

P  P  The  ureter  of  each  fide  palling  down  before  the  pjoas  mufcle  and 
iliac  velfels*  in  its  courfe  to  the  lower  part  of  the  bladder. 
QjQ^The  fpermatic  arteries  running  a  little  lerpentine. 

R  R  The  tefes  lituated  before  the  pfoa  mufcles,  a  little  .higher  than  the 
inguina .  In  this  figure  tire  interior  edge  of  the  tejlis  is  turned  a* 
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little  outwards,  to  fhew  the  fpermatic  veffels  coming  forwards  to 
the  posterior  edge  of  the  tejlis ,  in  the  duplicature  of  the  perito¬ 
naeum  :  which  duplicature  connedts  the  tejlis,  inclofes  its  veffels* 
and  gives  it  an  external  fmooth  coat,  much  after  the  fame  manner 
as  the  duplicature  of  the  mefentery  connects  the  inteftine,  conveys 
its  veffels,  and  gives  it  a  polifhed  covering. 

The  beginning  of  the  epididymis  is  feen  at  the  upper  end  of  the  teflis, 
from  which  it  runs  down  on  the  outiide  (and  therefore  in  this  view 
behind  the  body)  of  the  tejlis.. 

S  S  The  vas  deferens  of  each  fide  paffing  acrofs,  in  a  ferpentine  courfe, 
from  the  extremity  of  the  epididymis  at  the  outfide  of  the  lower 
end  of  the  tejlis ,  and  then  before  the  lower  part  of  the  ureter ,  in 
its  way  to  the  vefcula  Jeminalis. 

T  T  What  I  have  called  the  gubernacula  or  ligaments  of  the  tejles  in  a 
foetus.  On  the  left  fide  this  ligament  is  intire,  fo  that  it  is  feen  going 
down  from  the  lower  end  of  the  tejlis ,  through  the  ring  of  the 
mufcle,  into  the  Jcrotum :  but  on  the  right  fide  its  upper  and  fore¬ 
part  is  cut  away,  that  the  continuity  of  the  epididymis  and  vets  de¬ 
ferens  may  be  feen  ;  and  no  more  of  the  ligament  is  exhibited 
than  what  is  fituated  within  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen. 

N.  B.  The  lower  part  of  the  ligament,  as  it  is  feen  in  the  right  fide 
of  this  figure,  lies  fo  loofe  in  the  paffage  through  the  mufcles,  and 
is  there  fo  loofely  covered  by  the  peritonaeum ,  that,  when  the  tefis  is 
pulled  up,  more  of  the  ligament  is  feen  within  the  cavity  of  the 
abdomen ,  and  then  the  peritonaeum  is  made  tight  and  fmooth  at  that 
place ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  when  the  Jcrotum  is  pulled  down¬ 
wards,  the  lower  part  of  the  ligament  is  dragged  fome  way  down 
through  the  paffage  in  the  mufcles,  and  the  loofe  peritonaeum  is 
carried  along  with  it  ;  fo  that  then  there  is  a  fmall  elongation  of 
that  membrane,  with  an  orifice  from  the  cavity  of  the  belly,  like 
the  mouth  of  a  fmall  hernial  fac,  on  the  forepart  of  the  ligament. 

The  Second  Figure  reprefents  nearly  the  fame  parts  in  a  foetus,  fome- 
what  older,  in  order  to  fhew  the  ffate  of  the  tefles  when  they  have  re¬ 
cently  defeended  from  the  abdomen  into  the  Jcrotum.  The  fmall  inteffines 
are  removed,  and  the  large  inteffines  are  left  in  their  .natural  jituatiom 
A  A  The  liver,  in  out-lines. 

B  B  The  thighs,  unfiniffied, 

C  '  The  penis. 
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D  The  middle  part  of  the  fcrotum  ;  on  each  fide  of  which  the  forepart 
of  the  fcrotum  is  cut  away,  that  the  teftes  may  be  feen. 

EE  The  two  flaps  of  the  fkin  and  of  the  cellular  membrane  difledted 
off  from  the  lower  part  of  the  abdomen ,  and  turned  down  upon 
the  thighs. 

F  The  inteftinum  c cecum. 

G  G  The  appendicula  cceci  vermiformis . 

H  The  arch  of  the  colon. 

I  The  turn  of  the  colon  under  the  fpleen. 

K  The  colon  pafling  down  on  the  outfide  of  the  left  kidney. 

L  The  lafl;  turn  of  the  colon ,  commonly  called  its  figmoeid  flexure* 
which  in  adults  is  feated  quite  in  the  cavity  of  the  pelvis. 

M  The  beginning  of  the  re  Bum. 

N  Part  of  the  abdominal  muffles  of  the  right  fide,  with  the  fmooth  in¬ 
verting  peritonaeum ,  turned  back  over  the  fpine  of  the  os  ilium. 

O  O  The  lower  part  of  the  obliquus  externus  mufcle  of  the  left  fide. 

P  The  lower  part  of  the  reBus  mufcle  of  the  right  fide,  turned  out¬ 
wards,  and  towards  the  left  fide,  fo  that  the  epigartric  artery  is 
feen  going  to  the  infide  of  that  mufcle. 

Q^The  forepart  of  the  bladder. 

R  The  urachus ,  as  it  is  called. 

S  The  crural  veflels  coming  into  the  thigh  from  behind  the  ligamentum 
Fallopii. 

T  The  external  appearance  of  the  fpermatic  rope  of  the  left  fide. 

U  The  external  appearance  of  the  teftis ,  when  its  tunica  vaginalis ,  or 
procefs  of  the  peritonaeum ,  is  a  little  dirtended  with  air  or  water 
poured  into  it  from  the  cavity  of  the  abdomen. 

V  The  right  tefiis ,  brought  fully  into  view  by  laying  open  the  procefs  of 

the  peritonaeum  in  its  whole  length. 

W  The  epididymis  of  the  fame  fide. 

XX  The  fpermatic  veflels. 

Y  The  vas  deferens.  N.  B.  The  peritonaeum  lies  before  the  fpermatic 

veflels  and  vas  deferens ,  or  covers  them  within  the  abdomen  ;  and 
its  procefs  or  elongation  covers  them  in  the  fame  manner  all  the 
way  from  the  abdominal  muffles  downwards ;  fo  that  if  the  in- 
teftine  flips  down  after  the  tefis  in  a  foetus  it  muff  be  placed  be¬ 
fore  the  fpermatic  veflels  and  vas  deferens. 

Z  The  ureter.. 
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&  The  remains  of  the  gubernaculum  or  ligament  which  bound  and  con¬ 
ducted  the  tefiis  to  the  fcrotum . 

N.  B.  It  is  evident  that  part  of  the  peritonaeum ,  which  in  this  figure* 
is  carried  down  in  the  form  of  a  hernial  fac  to  a  little  below  the 
tejiisy  lies  before  the  tefiis ,  epididymis ,  fpermatic  vefiels,  and  vas 
deferens ,  and  that  it  covers  thofe  parts  in  the  fame  manner  as  it 
covers  the  abdominal  vifcera ,  viz.  the  pofterior  part  of  the  fac, 
(fuppofing  the  fac  to  be  cut  lengthways  into  two  halves)  is  united 
with  them,  and  gives  them  a  fmooth  furface,  while  the  anterior 
half  of  the  fac  lies  loofe  before  them,  and  may  be  removed  to  fome 
diftance  from  them,  as  when  the  fac  is  diftended  with  water. 

,  ^  _  i  ,  v  »  -  J  ~  >  ' -i  •-  v  /  i  •  #  •  .  A  i  • 

The  Third  Figure  reprefents  the  tefies ,  &c.  in  the  fame  fubjeCt  ;  all 

the  parts  above  the  ofiii  ilium  being  cut  away,  and  the  abdominal  mufcles 

and  the  bladder  being  turned  downwards. 

A  A  The  thighs,  unfinifhed. 

B  The  penis. 

C  The  middle  part  of  the  Jcrotum ,  its  lateral  parts  being  removed  to 
fhew  the  tefies. 

D  D  The  Ikin  and  cellular  membrane  of  the  abdomen  turned  down  over 
the  thighs. 

E  E  Part  of  the  abdominal  mufcles  and  peritoitceum  turned  down  at  each 
groin. 

F  F  The  peritonaeum  covering  the  iliacus  internus  muficle  of  each  fide. 

G  The  intefiinum  rectum  filled  with  meconium. 

H  The  bladder,  with  the  umbilical  artery  on  each  fide  of  it,  turned  a 
little  forwards  over  the  fymphyfis  of  the  pubes. 

I  I  The  ureters  pafling  over  the  iliac  vefiels  to  the  pelvis. 

K  The  right  tefiis  expofed,  as  in  Fig.  II.  V.  W.  X  X.  Y. 

L  The  left  tefiis  incloled  in  the  procefs  of  the  peritonceum ,  See  Fig.  II.  U. 

M  The  fpermatic  vefiels  of  the  left  fide,  feen  through  the  peritonceum 
which  covers  them,  in  their  defcent  through  the  abdominal  mufcles 
at  the  groin. 

N  The  left  vas  deferens  feen  through  the  peritonceum ,  in  its  pafiage  from 
the  mouth  of  the  fac  to  the  pofterior  part  of  the  bladder. 

O  The  mouth  or  aperture  of  the  procefs  of  the  peritonceum ,  whereby  its 
mouth  or  cavity  communicates  with  the  general  cavity  of  the 
belly.  This  aperture  clofes  up,  and  the  membrane  becomes 
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fmooth  at  this  place,  when  the  foetus  grows  a  little  older ;  un- 
lefs  when  the  gut  falls  down  after  the  tefis,  and  keeps  it  open. 
In  that  cafe  it  makes  the  mouth  of  the  hernial  fac. 

P.  The  left  epigaftric  artery  branching  upon  the  inlide  of  the  re5ius 
mufcle,  which  is  here  turned  downwards  and  outwards.  This 
artery  is  always  fituated,  as  in  this  figure,  on  the  infide  of 
the  mouth  of  the  hernial  fac*  or  paffage  of  the  fpermatic 
veffels.” 

Thus  far  my  brother.  Now  I  refume  my  narrative - 

In  my  autumn  courfe  of  lectures,  1756,  (and  indeed  in  every  courfe, 
which  I  have  read  fince  that  time)  I  demonftrated  the  principal  things 
contained  in  my  brother’s  account  of  the  teftes  in  the  foetus  ;  and  I  parti¬ 
cularly  explained  that  fpecies  of  rupture  in  which  the  inteftine  is  found 
in  contact  with  the  tefis.  This  circumftance  of  the  difeafe,  which  had 
puzzled  Mr.  Sharp  and  Mr.  Chefelden  as  well  as  myfelf,  and  which 
even  Mr.  Pott  regarded  as  a  lufus  natures,  was  now  rendered  perfectly 
intelligible.  The  difcovery  was  become  the  novelty  of  the  time  among 
ftudents  in  London,  and  other  inquirers  after  anatomical  improvements  ; 
and  many  gentlemen  of  my  acquaintance  defired  to  fee  the  preparations 
which  my  brother  had  made ;  and  among  the  reft  my  friend  Mr.  Pott 
did  us  that  honour,  one  day  during  that  courfe  of  lectures.  I  was 
not  prefent.  My  brother  fhewed  him  the  preparations  with  great 
readinefs,  and  explained  to  him  my  hypothecs  of  the  contiguity  of  the 
inteftine  and  tefis  in  fome  ruptures.  Mr.  Pott  faid  nothing  at  that  time 
•of  an  intention  to  write  upon  the  fubje<ft  ;  but,  fome  weeks  afterwards, 
it  appeared,  by  a  public  advertifement,  that  he  was  foon  to  publifh 
a  treatife  on  that  fpecies  of  rupture.  I  was  much  furprized ;  how¬ 
ever,  I  thought  it  proper  to  fay  but  little,  till  I  fbould  fee  how  he 
treated  the  fubjedt.  The  treatife  came  out  in  the  month  ‘-of  March, 
1 757.  It  aftoniftied  me,  if  poftible,  more  than  Profeftor  Monro’s 
account  of  the  lymphatics  had  done.  It  hardly  contained  one  new  idea. 
It  was  what  any  of  my  pupils  might  have  written  ;  (for  the  cafes  given 
in  the  end  lupported  only  an  uncontefted  fa<ft)  and  yet  neither  my  bro¬ 
ther’s  name,  nor  mine  was  mentioned.  It  bore  flrong  marks  of  fecond - 
band  obfervation,  and  of  a  time-ferving  hurry  in  the  compolition.  I 
complained  of  this  at  my  lectures  :  every  perfon  to  whom  I  mentioned 
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the  fubjeCt  expreffed  his  furprize  :  and  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Re¬ 
view  made  fome  reflections  which  could  not  be  pleating  to  Mr.  Pott, 
and  which,  one  would  have  thought,  mull  have  brought  on  fome  kind 
of  j unification. 

I  hope  Mr.  Pott  can,  and,  if  fo,  I  think  he  ought  to  clear  up  thefe 
difagreeable  appearances.  If  he  does  it  in  a  candid  manner,  he  mult 
allow  that  I  have  not  wantonly  fought  a  difpute  with  him  :■  and  if  it 
fhall  appear  that  I  have  mifunderftood  or  mifinterpreted  any  part  of  his 
conduct  towards  me,  he  fhall  not  find  me  wanting  in  my  endeavours 
to  do  him  jufiice. 


% 


V'-' 


A  P  P  E  N- 


APPENDIX, 

* 

CONTAINING 

What  was  publifhed  in  the  Critical  Review,  before  Dr. 
Alexander  Monro  jun.  wrote  his  EJfqys  Anatomical  and 
Phyfiological >  &c. 


No.  I. 

In  the  Critical  Review  for  November  1 757,  the  Reviewers  concluded  their 
account  of  Dr.  Monro’s  I’reatife  De  Venis  Lymphaticis  Valvulofis, 
with  the  following  remarks. 

\ 

HAving  given  a  brief  account  of  this  performance,  common  judic& 
demands  that  we  fhould  make  a  few  obfervations  ;  which,  perhaps 
will,  in  the  reader’s  opinion,  invalidate  the  doctor’s  claim  to  this  im¬ 
portant  difcovery  :  obfervations,  which  were  communicated  to  us  by  a 
perfon  of  probity,  who  engages  to  confirm  the  truth  of  his  affertions 
by  the  teflimony  of  above  an  hundred  unexceptionable  evidences.  In 
the  mean  time  Dr.  Monro  will  pleafe  to  obferve,  that  we  are  altogether 
neutral  in  the  difpute,  and  fhould  be  forry  to  incur  the  difpleafure  of  a 
gentleman,  for  whofe  extraordinary  talents  we  have  a  lingular  veneration* 
Dodtor  Monro  fays,  the  difcovery  he  has  made  with  refpedt  to  the 
lymphatics,  was  owing  to  experiments  afcertained  four  years  ago.  Now, 
Dodtor  Hunter  has  read  public  ledlures  in  anatomy  eleven  years  ;  and,  in 
every  courfe,  made  the  following  obfervations  on  the  lymphatic  veins  * 
That  whereas  the  moil  generally  received  opinion  was,  that  they  were  a 
continuation  of  lymphatic  arteries ;  he,  on  the  contrary,  believed  them 
to  be  the  fyfem  of  abfor bin g  vejfels ,  and  that  they  began  from  all  the  inter¬ 
nal  and  external  furfaces  of  the  body.  This  belief  he  founded  on  thefe 
reafons  :  Every  body  allows,  that  all  the  furfaces  of  the  body  are  bibu¬ 
lous,  or  provided  with  abforbing  veffels,  by  which  mercury  applied  to 
the  fldn,  colledtions  of  water  in  the  bread:,  belly,  or  in  the  cellular 
membrane,  are  occafionally  taken  up,  conveyed  into  the  circulation,  and 
drained  off  again  by  fecretion.  That  the  lymphatic  veins  perform  this 
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office,  feems  probable,  from  the  following  remarks  :  I  cannot  injedt  them 
as  other  veins,  by  filling  the  arterial  fyftem  ;  fo  that,  in  all  probability, 
they  are  not  continuations  of  the  arteries.  I  have  fometimes  obferved  in 
injecting,  that  they  were  immediately  filled  with  wax  when  the  arteries 
burfi,  and  the  wax  was  effufed  into  the  cellular  membrane.  This  looks 
as  if  they  took  their  rife  from  thofe  cells,  like  the  veins  in  the  fpungy 
part  of  the  penis.  If  they  were  continuations  of  arteries,  why  fhould 
they  be  fo  plentifully  provided  with  valves,  which  are  not  found  in  the 
other  veins  of  the  vifcera  ?  But,  the  mofi  firiking  argument  is  the  ana- 
logy  between  the  lymphatics  and  ladteals.  Thefe  two  fyfiems  are,  to  all 
appearance,  the  fame  in  their  coats,  in  their  valves,  in  their  manner  of 
ramifying,  in  their  pafiage  through  the  lymphatic  or  conglobate  glands, 
and  in  their  termination,  viz.  in  the  route  of  the  chyle.  As  they  are 
perfectly  fimilar,  in  every  other  refpedt,  we  mult  fuppofe  them  to  be  fo 
in  their  origin  and  ufe.  The  ladteals  are  known  to  begin  from  the  fur- 
face  of  the  intefiines,  and  to  be  the  abforbents  of  thofe  parts.  There  is 
no  difference  but  the  name.  The  fame  veffels  are  called  lafteals  in  the 
intefiines,  and  lymphatics  in  the  other  parts  of  the  body.  This  dodtrine 
explains  the  ufe  of  valves,  in  the  lymphatics.  In  other  veins,  whether 
large  or  fmall,  the  fluid  is  fuppofed  to  move  onwards  by  an  impetus  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  arterial  fyftem  :  but,  the  cafe  is  not  the  fame  in  veffels 
that  fuck  up  a  fluid  from  a  furface.  Thefe  require  valves,  that  every 
lateral  preffure  upon  them  may  have  the  effedt  of  an  impulfe  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  canal,  in  driving  the  fluid  on  towards  their  termination. 
This  dodtrine  of  the  lymphatics  is  farther  confirmed  by  the  abforption 
and  progrefs  of  the  venereal  poifon.  The  ladteals  were  difcovered,  traced, 
and  their  ufe  afcertained  from  the  circumfiance  of  a  manifeft  and  parti¬ 
cular  colour  in  their  contents,  upon  fome  occafions  at  leaff.  We  have 
not  the  fame  advantage,  with  refpedt  to  the  lymphatics  :  but,  in  them, 
what  we  cannot  trace  with  the  eye,  we  find  out  by  the  effedts  of  this 
poifon.  We  know  from  obfervation,  that  this  virus  may  be  taken  in  at 
any  particular  part  of  the  body,  and  thence  diffufe  itfelf  over  the  whole 
confiitution.  We  mufi  fuppofe  it  abforbed  by  the  fame  veffels  that  ab- 
forb  its  antidote  mercury,  or  any  thing  elfe  that  is  carried  into  the  mafs 
of  blood  by  abforption.  Thefe  things  being  of  a  more  inoffenfive  na¬ 
ture,  pafs  unobferved  ;  but,  this  poifon,  from  its  irritating  and  defirudtive 
quality,  is  apt  to  raife  difturbance  in  its  paffage,  before  it  reaches  far 
enough  to  mix  with  the  blood.  Hence  the  lymphatic  glands,  through 
which  every  abfcrbed  liquor  mufi  pafs,  are  fo  often  the  parts  firff  affedted 
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by  the  venereal  taint  when  it  is  fpreading  its  contagion  through  the  con- 
ditution.  This  is  the  theory  of  the  venereal  bubo.  If  the  infection  be 
received  in  the  mod:  common  way,  the  bubo  happens  in  the  groin,  becaufe 
the  lymphatics  of  the  genitals  pafs  through  the  inguinal  glands  :  but,  if 
the  infection  be  received  at  the  hand,  (a  cafe  that  fometimes  occurs)  the 
bubo,  for  the  like  reafon,  is  formed  in  the  arm-pit  :  when  the  difeafe  is 
communicated  by  the  lips,  the  glands  of  the  neck  inflame  and  tumify. 

This  is  the  very  eflence  of  Dr.  Monro’s  treatife  ;  and  thefe  obferva- 
tions  have  been  publicly  made  by  Dr.  Hunter  to  his  pupils,  for  the 
fpace  of  eleven  years.  In  the  end  of  the  winter,  1755-6,  Mr.  John 
Hunter  made  feveral  injections  of  the  lymphatic  glands  and  veins  with 
quickfilver  ;  and,  in  the  month  of  May,  1756,  Mr.  Riemfdyk  finifhed 
a  fine  drawing  of  them,  with  the  receptacle  and  duCt  (from  a  prepa¬ 
ration  which  the  doCtor  dill  preferves)  in  prefence  of  many  pupils  and 
occafional  vifitants. 

Dr.  Reimarus,  who  attended  Dr.  Hunter’s  courfe  in  1 755  and  1756,. 
quotes  him  for  this  doCtrine  of  the  lymphatics,  in  his  thefis  publiflied 
this  year  at  Leyden.  Dr.  Monro  publidies  his  treatife  at  Berlin,  with¬ 
out  mentioning  Dr.  Hunter’s  name,  though  he  attended  his  le&ures  with 
Dr.  Reimarus  and  though  Dr.  Hunter  was  particularly  full  on  the 
fubjeCt  of  lymphatics  during  that  courfe,  on  the  fuppofition  that  his 
claim  to  this  difeovery  would  be  anticipated.  Among  other  things,  he 
obferved,  that  the  lymphatics  were  raifed  by  blowing  or  pouring  mercu¬ 
ry  into  the  conglobate  glands.  We  think  Dr.  Hunter  has  fome  reafon  to 
complain  of  this  omiflion,  as  Dr.  Monro  feems  to  have  referred  to  every 
other  author  that  ever  treated  on  that  fubjeCL 

No.  II. 

lb  he  'Eighth  Article  of  the  Critical  Review  for  November,  1 757.  l’he~ 
Letter  was  afterwards  acknowledged  to  have  been  written  by  Dr. 
Alexander  Monro ,  Senior . 

ALt^ough  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Review  never  intended 
to  take  cognizance  of  any  production  not  previoufly  publifhed* 
they  are  neverthelefs  willing  to  infert  the  following  letter,  as  an  indance 
of  their  candour ,  and  this  dep  they  are  the  more  inclined  to  take,  as 
they  will  have  an  opportunity  to  acquit  themfelves  of  the  imputation  of 
partiality,  which  this  gentleman  endeavours  to  fix  upon  them.  Neuters 

they 
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they  hill  profefs  themfelves  to  be  in  the  difpute  between  Drs.  Hunter  and 
Monro,  as  far  as  conviction,  and  the  right  they  have  alfumed  to  them¬ 
felves  to  give  their  opinion  of  all  literary  productions,  will  allow  them  to 
be  neuters  :  when  they  prefume  to  judge  in  any  difpute,  they  hope  the 
unprejudiced  part  of  mankind  will  allow  them  to  be  unbiased  in  their 
decifion. 

That  they  might  throw  all  the  lights  they  could  acquire  on  this  un¬ 
fortunate  controverfy  between  two  gentlemen  of  merit,  for  whom  they 
have  all  due  regard,  they  no  fooner  received  the  following  letter,  than 
they  had  recourfe  to  Dr.  Hunter  for  a  real  ftate  of  the  faCts,  which  gave 
rife  to  the  conteft ;  and  though  he  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  anfwer  para¬ 
graph  by  paragraph  a  paper  which  he  had  not  feen,  he  has  furnifhed  us 
with  a  detail  of  fome  incidents  and  remarks,  which  in  juftice  to  him  we 
fhall  infert  at  the  end  of  the  letter  ;  and  we  cannot  help  thinking  that 
they  will  not  only  ferve  as  an  anfwer  to  the  letter,  but  alfo  terminate  the 
difpute. 

To  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Review. 

Gentlemen, 

1.  “  After  giving  an  account  of  Dr.  Monro  junior’s  treatife  De  venis 
“  lymphaticis  valvulojis ,  inferted  in  your  Review  of  September  lad:,  you 
“  add  fome  obfervations  and  reflections  which  have  been  thought  inju- 
“  rious  to  Dr.  Monro;  but  as  you  declare  yourfelves  altogether  neutral 
“  in  the  difpute,  you  will  do  him  juftice  by  inferting  immediately  fome 
“  obfervations  of  a  friend  of  Dr.  Monro’s,  before  it  be  too  late,  to  pre- 
c<  vent  the  prejudices  which  your  reflections  may  have  occafloned  againfl: 
“  him.  As  he  is  at  prefent  abroad  profecuting  his  ftudies,  I  thought  it 
“  my  duty,  as  a  friend,  who  knows  the  faCts  relating  to  the  prefent  dif- 
“  pute,  to  fend  you  a  fair  ftate  of  them. 

2.  “  Dr.  Monro,  in  winter  1752-3,  attempting  to  fill  the  epididymis 
“  with  quickfilver,  in  the  manner  directed  by  his  father  both  in  medi- 
“  cal  eflays,  vol.  5.  art.  20.  §  29.  and  in  a  manufcript  wrote  in  the 

year  1747,  on  the  method  of  difleCting  and  of  making  preparations  fit 
(t  for  a  regular  courfe  of  anatomy,  obferved  in  fome  of  his  experiments 
w  that  the  quickfilver  returned  by  the  lymphatic  veflels  without  entering  the 
“  fanguiferous  veins,  he  wondered  how  or  from  whence  this  happened*; 
“  he  (hewed  the  preparation  to  feveral  of  his  acquaintance,  and  was  very 

importunate  with  them  to  give  their  opinions  what  this  phacnome- 

**  non 
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te  non  depended  on.  Not  fatisfied  with  their  anfwers,  he  made  numer- 
“  ous  more  experiments,  and  confulted  all  the  books  on  this  fubjed  he 
t(  could  procure.  More  than  four  years  ago,  I  with  many  others  faw 
“  the  preparations,  which  led  him  to  the  general  dodrine  of  the  lym^ 
“  phatics  being  a  fyftem  of  abforbents. 

3.  “  Dr.  Monro,  having  the  delign  of  taking  the  degree  of  dodor  in 
“  the  univerlity  of  Edinburgh,  early  fet  about  compoling  fuch  a  dilfer- 
“  tation  as  the  laws  of  that  univerlity  require  candidates  for  this  degree 
“  to  publilh  and  defend,  and  prepared  the  one  De  tejiibus  &  Jemme  in 
“  varus  antmalibusy  in  which  the  treatife  on  the  lymphatics  was  includ- 
“  ed,  but  the  part  relating  properly  to  the  tefes  being  rather  longer 
"  than  molt  fuch  inaugural  dilfertations,  he  was  prevailed  on  to  with* 
“  hold  from  the  prefs  the  part  treating  particularly  of  the  lymphatics*, 
4€  but  allowed.  Dr.  Black  of  Glalgow,  Dr-  Reimarus  and  feveral 
“  others  of  his  friends,  the  perufal  of  it. 

4.  “  Before  Dr.  Reimarus  faw  it,  I  read  it,  and  fo  far  as  I  can  re- 
“  member,  the  arguments  and  experiments  were  the  fame  as  are  con- 

tained  in  the  treatife  De  vents  valvnlofs  lymphaticis ,  which  he  published 
“  at  Berlin  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1757,  and  about  which  the 
“  prefent  difpute  is. 

5.  “  In  October  1755,  Dr.  Monro’s  dilfertation  de  tefibus ,  &c.  was 
“  printed  and  publifhed  at  Edinburgh.  Some  hundreds  of  copies  were 
<e  given  to  fludents,  and  fent  to  anatomihs  in  moll  countries  in  Europe. 
“  — In  this  dilfertation  he  promifes  a  treatife  on  lymphatic  velfels  in 
C(  general — he  defcribes  and  gives  figures  of  the  inllruments  he  made 
“  ufe  of  in  his  experiments — tells  what  are  his  injecting  materials,  and 
“  how  the  injection  is  to  be  made — gives  feveral  figures  of  the  lymphatic 
“  velfels  of  the  fpermatic  chord  filled  witlx  quickfilver — and  in  Ihort 
“  gives  the  fubdance  of  his  general  fyflean  of  lymphatics. 

6.  “  Soon  after  the  publication  of  this  dilfertation.  Dr.  Monro  went 
“  to  London  in  abfolute  ignorance  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  any  particular 
“  opinion  concerning  lymphatics.  Immediately  upon  his  arrival  he 
“  waited  on  Dr.  Hunter,  and  gave  him  a  copy  of  his  dilfertation,  at- 
“  tended  his  lectures,  and  was  furprifed  when  he  heard  Dr.  Hunter 

teach  the  dodrine  of  lymphatics  being  abforbents.- -In  dimmer  1756,. 
“  he  went  abroad,  for  his  further  improvement,  and  at  the.  intreaty  of 

“  foma* 


*  See  Reimarus’s  thefis,  page  3,  note  g. 
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“  fome  friends  at  Berlin,  to  whom  he  fhewed  his  treatife  on  the  lym- 
“  phatics,  he  publifhed  it  there  in  the  beginning  of  1757. 

7.  “  Let  every  reader  judge  from  this  fimple  narrative  of  fadts,  the 
“  truth  of  which  can  be  proved  by  the  teflimony  of  hundreds,  to  what 
“  or  to  whom  Dr.  Monro  owed  his  knowledge  of  the  lymphatics  being 

a  fyftem  of  abforbents.  Could  it  be  to  Dr.  Hunter  ? 

8.  “You  may  perhaps  fay,  that  whatever  way  Dr.  Monro  had  his 
“  knowledge.  Dr.  Hunter  has  a  right  to  the  honour  of  the  difcovery, 
“  for  he  has  publickly  read  ledtures  in  anatomy  eleven  years,  in  every 
“  courfe  of  which  he  made  the  obfervations  inferted  in  your  Review, 
“  which  are  faid  to  be  the  eftence  of  Dr.  Monro’s  treatife ;  and  you  ap- 
“  peal  to  Dr.  Reimarus’s  thelis,  where  Dr.  Hunter  is  quoted  for  his 
“  dodtrine  of  the  lymphatics. 

9.  “I  dare  fay  your  obfervator  has  given  Dr.  Hunter’s  dodtrine  very 
“  full,  as  it  is  now,  but  as  you  tell  us  that  Dr.  Hunter  was  particularly 
“  full  on  the  fubjedt  of  lymphatics  during  that  courfe,  to  wit,  in  the  win- 
“  ter  1755-6,  that  is,  after  he  had  Dr.  Monro’s  differtation  de  tefiibus> 
“  and  had  converfed  with  Dr.  Reimarus,  I  muft  beg  leave  to  doubt, 
“  whether  in  the  preceding  years  Dr.  Hunter  was  fo  explicit  as  your 
“  obfervator  reprefents. 

10.  “I  fhall  furprife  you  in  the  following  alfertion,  that  your  obferva- 
“  tions  are  neither  the  eftence  of  Dr.  Monro’s  dodtrine,  nor  indeed  a 
“  fufficient  proof  of  the  general  dodtrine  of  the  lymphatics  being  ab- 

“  forbents. 

11.  “  Dr.  Hunter  is  faid  to  believe  the  lymphatics  to  be  the  fyftem  of 
“  abforbing  veftels,  and  afterts  that  every  abforbed  liquor  muft  pafs 
“  through  the  lymphatic  glands. — Dr.  Monro  proves,  that  the  lyrnpha- 
*l  tics  are  a  fyftem  of  abforbing  velfels,  but  allows  that  only  a  portion  of 
“  abforbed  liquors  paffes  into  the  lymphatics,  while  the  inhalant  branches 
“  of  the  fanguiferous  veins  take  alfo  a  fhare  of  the  abforbed  liquors  *. 

12.  “  You 

%  Dr.  Hunter  not  only  believed  the  lymphatics  to  be  the  fyftem  of  abforbing  veflels,  but 
gave  very  fufficient  reafons  for  that  belief.  Vide  Critical  Review,  No.  XX.  That  the  in¬ 
halant  branches  of  the  fanguiferous  veins  take  alfo  a  fhare  of  the  abforbed  liquors,  is  the 
_o!d  doctrine,  which  feems  to  be  inconfiftent  with  the  difcovery  made  as  to  the  ufe  of  the 
lymphatics.  That  the  lymphatic  veins  are  a  fyftem  of  abforbents,  has  been  proved  :  that  the 
fanguiferous  veins  are  furnifhed  with  inhalant  branches  for  the  fame  purpofe,  has  been  fup- 
pofed  :  but  nature  would  hardly  form  two  fyftems  for  the  fame  operation.  Such  a  fuppo- 
fition  is  inconfiftent  with  the  fimplicity,  uniformity,  and  perfeclion  of  her  works. 
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12.  tx  You  and  your  obfervator  both  have  omitted  the  principal,  I  had 
<x  almofi  faid  the  only  convincing  proofs  which  Dr.  Monro  has  brought  of 
t(  the  lymphatics  being  a  fyftem  of  abforbents,  to  wit,  his  numerous  ex- 
(c  periments  of  throwing  quickfilver  into  different  organs ;  and  of  the 
“  lymphatics  being  filled  when  parts  are  macerated  in  water,  and  of 
ft  their  being  filled  in  injecting  the  excretories  of  glands,  and  many  more 
“  fuch  experiments,  as  well  as  morbid  cafes,  and  the  effects  of  medi- 
“  cines  mentioned  every  where  through  his  little  book. 

13.  “I  fhould  have  thought  it  incumbent  on  you  and  your  obferva- 
“  tor  to  have  told  us  of  numerous  fuch  experiments  done  by  Dr.  Hunter, 
€t  previous  to  Dr.  Monro’s  having  wrote  this  treatife  on  the  lymphatics, 
<(  before  you  had  endeavoured  to  rob  Dr.  Monro  of  any  little  honour 
“  there  may  be  in  a  difcovery  of  this  kind,  or  before  throwing  out  any 
“  indifcreet  hints  of  his  having  ffolen  it  from  Dr.  Hunter  *. 

14.  “  The  arguments,  as  well  as  fadts,  mentioned  by  your  obferva- 
<(  tor  in  proof  of  the  dodtrine,  are  all  taken  notice  of  in  books,  and 

were  generally  known  long  ago,  and  therefore  if  Dr.  Hunter  in  his 
“  ledtures  related  no  new  experiments,  nor  (hewed  any  preparations  that 
“  had  not  been  made  by  Nuck  and  others,  I  can  fee  no  necefiity  Dr. 
“  Monro  was  under  of  taking  any  notice  of  Dr.  Hunter  ;  he  might  in- 
f(  deed  have  mentioned  him  as  an  old  mafter,  but  he  could  never  quote 
“  him  as  one  from  whom  he  had  learned  any  thing  new  relative  to  the 
i(  lymphatics.  Perhaps  at  this  difiance  from  London  I  may  be  doing 
<(  great  injuftice  to  Dr.  Hunter,  he  may  have  done  numerous  experi- 
**  ments,  and  made  many  preparations  before  the  year  1754,  though 
“  your  obfervator  has  omitted  them  ;  but  as  I  hear  Dr.  Hunter  intends  to 

publifii  fomethipg  on  this  fubjedt,  we  (hall  then  know  from  himfelf 
<(  what  experiments  he  had  made,  and  how  far  he  had  profecuted 
“  the  diffedtion  of  the  lymphatic  veffels  before  Dr.  Monro  wrote  his 
(i  treatife. 

15.  “  Why  does  your  obfervator  quote  Reimarus  for  having  attended 

O  Dr. 

*  That  Dr.  Hunter  has  made  numerous  experiments,  is  not  to  be  doubted  ;  but  furely 
we  were  under  no  obligation  to  particularize  thefe  experiments,  efpecially  as  the  arguments 
we  borrowed  from  his  ledtures,  were,  in  our  opinion,  conclufive.  But,  granting  he  had 
made  no  experiments,  he  lirft  declared  that  the  lymphatics  were  the  fyftem  of  abforbents : 
he  fupported  this  declaration  with  folid  and  fatisfadtory  reafons,  and  therefore  he  has  a  good 
claim  to  the  difcovery.  He  may  plead  that  thofe  experiments  mentioned  by  Dr.  Monro  were 
no  other  than  a  fuperftrudture  built  upon  his  foundation  ;  and  doubtlefs  had  reafon  to  expedt 
that  Dr.  Monro  would  have  taken  notice  of  him  in  his  treatife  publiflied  at  Berlin. 
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“  Dr.  Hunter’s  ledtures  along  with  Dr.  Monro,  and  for  having  mentr- 
“  oned  in  his  thefts  Dr.  Hunter’s  teaching  this  doctrine,  without  telling 
“  us  at  the  fame  time  that  in  the  very  fame  note  Dr.  Reimarus  tells  us 
“  that  he  had  read  Dr.  Monro’s  treatife  before  he  came  to  London  ? 

16.  “  Why  does  your  obfervator  make  Dr.  Hunter  to  fuppofe  that  his 
“  claim  to  the  difcovery  would  be  anticipated,  but  becaufe  Dr.  Monro 
“  had  already  done  it  in  his  inaugural  diflertation,  where  he  has  the  fol- 
“  lowing  paftage  :  Hac  inquam,  inter  alia ,  argument  a  non  levia  fuppedi - 
t(  tar  wit  vafa  lymphatic  a  valvulofa  per  totum  corpus ,  venarum  abforbentium 
“  fyjlema  ejfe ,  neque,  uti  vulgo  fertur,  ab  arteriarum  furculis  emanare.  Sed 
“  omnia  nunc ,  quce  de  hac  re  difputari  pojjunt,  proponeret  longe  idtra  tain 
“  dijjertationis  limit es  excurreret :  &  multo  aptius  de  Us,  de  eorum  fcilicet 
“  origine,  fabric  a,  agendi  ratione  &  ufu,fi  quando  per  otium  licuerit,  feor * 
4<  Jim  agetur.  Diftert.  inaugur,  pag.  55,  56. 

17.  “  After  reading  this  quotation,  I  fuppofe  our  readers  will  be  a 
i(  good  deal  furprifed  at  your  obfervator’s  having  thrown  out  any  hint  of 
“  Dr.  Monro’s  having  clandeflinely  Role  any  thing  from  Dr.  Hunter, 
“  efpecially  when  he  is  told  that  a  full  year  and  a  half  elapfed  be- 
*(  tween  his  promiftng  the  feparate  treatife  on  the  lymphatics,  and  his 
tf  publifhing  it ;  and  that  Dr.  Hunter  knew  this,  and  was  in  the  mean 
“  time  writing  and  publifhing  on  other  fubje&s,  in  which  no  body  could 
t(  have  anticipated  him  for  want  of  the  drawings  with  which  they  are 
“  illuftrated. 

18.  “  What  Mr.  John  and  Dr.  Hunter  have  done  fince  the  beginning 
“  of  the  year  1755,  is  out  of  the  prefent  queftion  ;  nor  do  I  fee  what 
“  the  defign  can  be  of  mentioning  the  preparations  made  by  them  in  the 
“  year  1756,  unlefs  it  be  to  anticipate  whatever  fhall  be  in  the  treatife 
“  and  figures  which  Dr.  Monro  promifes  at  the  end  of  the  one  de  vafis 
f  t  lymphaticis  valvulofs,  and  to  claim  the  honour  of  whatever  may  be 
“  contained  in  it.  Since  Dr.  Hunter’s  figures  were  made  more  than  a 
“  year  ago,  why  don’t  he  prevent  his  rival  by  an  early  publication  of  a 
“  treatife  on  the  la6teal  and  lymphatic  vefifels,  and  the  lymphatic  glands, 

“  for  Dr.  Monro’s  has  been  ready  fome  time,  and  will  probably  be  foon 
“  publifhed  *? 

19.  “  Dr. 

*  No  perfon  has  a  right  to  afk,  why  does  not  Dr.  Hunter  publifh  his  difcoveries  ?  He 
may  be  fo  engaged  in  other  more  neceflary  avocations,  that  he  cannot  fpare  time  fufficient 
to  fuperintend  a  publication  that  requires  accuracy  and  precifion :  perhaps  he  poftpones 
publication  until  he  fhall  have  made  further  progrefs  in  his  refearches,  and  brought  his  dif¬ 
coveries 
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19.  “  Dr.  Hunter  keeps  himfelf  unnecelfarily  in  a  difagreeable  fitua- 
**  tion  by  the  difcoveries  or  improvements  publifhed  by  other  people,  be- 
**  ing  claimed  by  him  or  his  friends  as  of  right  pertaining  to  him.  Per- 
<e  petual  difputes  with  Pott,  Haller,  Albinus,  Monro,  or  perhaps  twenty 
<(  more,  will  prove  very  troublelome,  and  will  at  lad;  redound  very  little 
to  the  doctor’s  honour.  Rudbeck  appealed  to  fcholars  and  friends 
<<  for  his  having  knowledge  of  the  lymphatic  vefiels  before  Thomas 
“  Bartholin  publifhed  his  defcription  of  them,  but  could  not  perfuade 
“  anatomifls  to  take  the  honour  of  the  difcovery  from  Bartholin. — Van 
“  Horn  called  his  fcholars  to  witnefs,  and  had  the  declaration  of  a  very 
“  great  man,  Swammerdam,  an  eye-witnefs  in  his  favour ;  ftill  howe- 
“  ver  Pecquet  is  regarded  as  the  difcoverer  of  the  receptacle  of  the  chyle 
and  thoracic  duCf,  and  De  Graaf  is  efteemed  for  his  treatife  on  the  or- 
“  gans  of  generation  *. 

20.  “  Dr.  Hunter  has  ftrong  calls  to  avoid  thefe  inconveniencies  to 
ff  eftablifh  his  own  honour,  and  to  do  fervice  to  the  community  by 
“  publishing  the  improvements  and  difcoveries  which  he  thinks  he  has 
<(  made  in  found  or  morbid  bodies.  He  has  the  example  of  the  greatefl 
“  men  in  the  anatomical  way  for  this  practice.  If  he  negledts  to  follow 
*e  it,  he  may  pofiibly  find  as  few  to  acknowledge  their  having  profited 
“  by  him,  as  he  hitherto  owns  himfelf  to  have  learned  from  others,  in 
**  either  his  writings  or  lectures. ” 

No.  III. 

Fhe  Ninth  Article  of  the  Critical  Review  for  November ,  1757. 

FaSls  relating  to  the  Difpute  between  Dr.  Hunter  and  Dr.  Monro . 

ABout  the  beginning  of  November  1752,  in  prefence  of  Mr.  Galhie 
and  fome  others,  I  injected  the  vas  deferens  in  the  human  body 
with  mercury,  and  by  that  method  filled  the  whole  epididymisy  and  the 

O  2  tubes 

coveries  to  perfection,  being  loth  to  follow  the  example  of  thofe  writers  on  anatomy,  who 
.from  an  eager  defire  of  feeing  themfelves  in  print,  have  rafhly  ufhered  into  the  woild  pro¬ 
ductions  that  were  imperfect  and  erroneous. 

*  If  Rudbeck  and  Van  Horn  were  defrauded  of  the  difcoveries  they  had  made,  they  cer¬ 
tainly  were  injured,  and  had  reafon  to  ccmplain.  But  a  piece  of  injuftice  in  one  inftance 
will  never  warrant  iniquity  in  another  :  thefe  may  be  precedents,  but  not  a  juftification 
of  any  future  fraud  or  plagiarifm.  Dr.  Hunter  never  had  any  difputes  with  Haller  or 
Albinus  :  thofe  he  has  had  with  other  authors  have  been  his  misfortune,  not  his  fault. 
A  man  who  finds  himfelf  injured,  will  naturally  complain. 
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tubes  that  come  out  from  the  body  of  the  tejiis  to  form  it ;  and  obferved, 
in  this  operation,  that  the  mercury  continued  to  run,  and  the  body  of 
the  tejiis  to  become  gradually  more  turgid  and  heavy  for  fome  time, 
after  the  external  parts  were  completely  filled. 

I  {hewed  this  preparation  next  night  at  my  public  leCture,  faid  that  I 
believed  we  fhould  find  the  internal  tubuli  likewife  filled,  but  that  I 
v/ould  not  venture  to  open  it,  till  I  had  got  another,  left  I  fhould  fpoil 
what  was  already  a  valuable  preparation  ;  and  delired  my  brother  to  lofe 
no  opportunity  of  making  the  trial. 

This  was  communicated  as  a  piece  of  anatomical  news  to  Dr.  Donald 
Monro,  then  at  Edinburgh,  by  a  letter  from  Dr.  G  arrow,  phyfician  at 
Barnet,  fome  time  in  the  fame  month. 

In  fome  fuch  time  as  a  week  or  fortnight  after  this  firft  public  demon- 
ftration,  my  brother  made  the  trial,  and  lucceeded.  He  fhewed  me  the 
tejiis  opened,  and  the  tabular  internal  fubftance  very  generally  filled  with 
mercury.  This  preparation,  which  I  {fill  preferve,  I  fhewed  at  my  pub¬ 
lic  leCture  that  very  evening,  with  marks  of  being  pleafed  with  the  dif- 
covery.  In  my  next  courfe  of  leCtures,  viz.  Feb.  &c.  1752,  and  in. 
every  courfe  fince  that  time,  I  have  fhewn  the  fame,  and  fome  other  pre¬ 
parations  of  the  fame  kind  ;  and  always  gave  the  hiftory  of  the  difco- 
very,  to  avoid  taking  that  fhare  of  it  from  my  brother  which  belonged  to 
him. 

Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  printed  the  fame  difcovery  firft  in  the 
Edinburgh  eftays,  vol.  1.  pag.  396,  in  1754,  and  then  more  fully  in  his 
inaugural  thelis  in  October  1 755,  without  taking  any  notice  of  what  I 
had  done  upon  the  fame  fubjeCt.  Upon  inquiry  I  found  that  he  had  in¬ 
jected  the  internal  tubuli  in  the  latter  end  of  January,  or  in  February 
1752  ;  that  is,  two  or  three  months  after  I  had  publifhed  it  at  my 
leCtures,  and  after  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter  above-mentioned  to  Dr.  Donald 
Monro  his  brother.  This  is  attefted  by  Mr.  Donne,  who  was,  that  win¬ 
ter,  a  ftudent  at  Edinburgh,  and  a  companion  in  anatomical  ftudies  with 
Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun. 

Here  you  will  obferve  it  admits  of  no  difpute  that  I,  or  my  brother,  was 
the  firft  who  injeCfed,  and  publifhed  the  injection  of  the  tubuli  tejiis ,  and 
that  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  was  the  firft  who  printed  it. 

I  with  it  were  poftible  to  prove  this  negative,  that  he  did  not  learn  it 
of  me  at  fecond  hand  :  I  wifh  it  for  his  fake,  becaufe  it  would  clear  him, 
and  take  nothing  from  me.  But  confidering  that  letter  of  Dr.  Garrow, 
and  the  conftant  intercourfe  between  the  fchools  of  anatomy  at  London 

and 
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and  Edinburgh,  the  prefumption  mud  always  be  againd  him.  Such  are 
the  fadts  concerning  the  fird  fubjedt  in  difpute  between  us  :  with  regard 
to  the  lymphatics,  the  fadts  are  as  follow. 

Ever  fince  I  fird  read  anatomical  lectures,  in  1746,  among  other 
things  a  little  out  of  the  common  way  of  thinking,  I  have  advanced  the 
dodtrine  of  the  lymphatics  being  the  fydem  of  abforbing  velfels,  and 
have  fupported  my  opinion  by  fuch  arguments  and  experiments  as  are 
mentioned  in  your  Review  of  lad  September.  This  appears  by  the  MS. 
Jylla/ms  of  my  ledtures,  which  I  have  ufed  in  public  from  the  beginning, 
by  many  MSS.  of  my  ledtures  in  the  hands  of  thofe  who  have  dudied 
with  me,  and  by  the  general  tedimony  of  thofe  who  have  done  me  that 
honour.  I  have  many  vouchers  in  my  polfefiion  from  gentlemen  who 
have  attended  my  ledtures,  and  I  appeal  particularly  to  the  following 
gentlemen,  who  are  all  profelfors  or  readers  of  anatomy  now  living. 
Dr.  Collignon,  profelfor  of  anatomy  at  Cambridge  ;  Dr.  Smith,  reader 
of  anatomy  at  Oxford  ;  Mr.  Hamilton,  profelfor  of  anatomy  at  Glaf- 
gow ;  Mr.  Cleghorne,  reader  of  anatomy  at  Dublin ;  Mr.  Watfon, 
reader  of  anatomy  in  London  ;  Mr.  Galhie  of  London,  and  demondra- 
tor  or  dilfedtor  for  the  profelfor  of  Cambridge.  So  that  the  fadt  of  my 
having  taught  this  dodtrine,  and  fupported  it  by  fuch  arguments,  for 
a  number  of  years  at  my  public  ledtures,  cannot,  I  think,  admit  of 
a  difpute. 

Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  advanced  this  dodtrine  in  a  general  way, 
in  1755,  in  his  thejis  above-mentioned,  and  hinted  an  intention  of 
treating  it  more  fully  upon  fome  future  occalion  :  immediately  after 
which  he  came  to  London,  and  did  me  the  honour  of  attending  my 
courfe;  and  I  hope  I  Ihewed  him  the  refpedt  that  was  due  to  his  own 
merit,  and  to  the  fon  of  one  of  my  fird  mailers  in  anatomy,  wTo  has 
done  honour  to  his  country  as  a  profelfor  of  the  art. 

Here  again  you  will  obferve  there  can  be  no  difpute  that  I  was  the 
firft  who  publilhed  this  dodtrine  about  the  lymphatics,  and  that  Dr, 
Alexander  Monro  jun.  was  the  fird  who  printed  it. 

He  had  been  unfortunately  expofed  to  the  fufpicion  of  plagiarifm  in 
his  firlf  fetting  out  as  an  author ;  and  when  I  faw  by  his  thejis  that  he 
was  opening  another  field,  where  he  would  be  in  as  great  danger  of  be¬ 
ing  lufpedted  or  cenfured,  I  took  the  find  opportunity  I  could,  v/ith  de¬ 
cency,  of  putting  him  upon  his  guard,  by  delivering  this  dodtrine  fully 
at  my  ledture  in  his  prefence,  and  by  adding  that  I  had  done  fo  in  every 
courfe  of  ledtures  fince  the  beginning. 
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That  ftudents  of  Edinburgh  have  many  opportunities  every  winter  of 
knowing  what  palfes  in  London,  is  obvious,  becaufe  every  winter  fome 
of  them  go  to  Rudy  at  the  one  place,  after  having  Rudied  at  the  other. 

That  the  fubRance  of  what  is  new  in  Dr.  Monro’s  treatife  on  the 
lymphatics,  is  the  very  doctrine  I  have  taught,  every  impartial  man  who 
underRands  the  fubjedt  will  allow. 

That  two  perfons  engaged  in  the  falpie  Rudies  Riould  light  on  the 
fame  difcovery,  is  no  ways  improbable  ;  but  that  they  Riould  fupport  it 
by  a  number  of  arguments  and  experiments  intirely  the  fame,  though  it 
be  pollible,  is  furely  fo  improbable,  that  I  could  wiRi  Dr.  Monro  had 
for  his  own  fake  mentioned  me  in  a  marginal  note. 

Jermyn-Street, 

Nov.  23,  1757.  William  Hunter. 

No.  IV. 

The  'Eighth  Article  of  the  Critical  Review  for  December ,  1757. 

A  Letter  from  Dr.  Donald  Monro ,  to  the  Authors  of  the  Critical  Review 

Gentlemen, 

YOu’ll  excufe  the  freedom  I  take  of  fending  you  this,  and  inlifting 
upon  its  being  inferted  in  the  next  number  of  your  Review,  without 
either  notes  or  commentary,  lince  in  your  laft  you  put  in  a  letter  from 
Dr.  Hunter,  in  which  I  am  mentioned  as  an  evidence  of  my  brother’s 
having  ftole  the  difcovery  of  the  feminal  velfels  of  the  tefticle  from  him, 
Dr.  Hunter,  by  alleging  that  I  had  received  a  letter  from  Dr.  Garrow  of 
Barnet,  informing  me  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  done  it  long  before  my 
brother  ;  and  I  think  myfelf  obliged,  in  juftice  to  a  brother,  to  let  the 
world  know  the  true  Rate  of  thofe  fadls.  But  although  I  exclude  you 
from  making  any  notes  or  commentaries  of  your  own,  yet  I  allow  you  to 

fend 

•*  Though  this  gentleman  has  precluded  us  from  the  privilege  of  making  notes  upon  his 
letter,  we  cannot  help  taking  notice  of  the  cavalier  manner  in  which  we  are  treated.  He 
infijls,  and  be  excludes,  and  he  allows,  as  if  fate  had  fubje&ed  the  authors  of  the  Critical  Re¬ 
view,  to  the  fovereign  authority  of  Dr.  Donald  Monro.  Now  we  mull  take  the  liberty  to 
tell  him,  that  our  compliance  with  his  demand,  is  not  owing  to  any  regard  we  have  for 
his  injunctions,  nor  to  any  obligations  we  are  under  with  the  public,  but  to  a  fincere  and 
earnell  defire  of  doing  juftice,  which,  in  this  cafe,  has  prompted  us  to  deviate  from  our 
plan,  fo  far  as  to  take  notice  of  a  difpute  that  never  was  printed. 
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fend  immediately  a  copy  of  this  to  Dr.  Hunter,  and  to  infert  after  it 
whatever  anfwer  he  fends  you,  with  his  name  put  to  it.  (A.) 

Doctor  Garrow  of  Barnet,  in  December  1752,  wrote  tome  that  Dr. 
Hunter  had  thrown  in  quickfilver  into  the  vas  deferens,  that  he  faw  it  in 
the  epididymis ,  but  did  not  chufe  to  cut  the  preparation  to  fee  where  the 
quickfilver  had  gone  till  he  had  made  another  fuch.  In  anfwer  to  this, 
I  wrote  to  Dr.  Garrow  on  they 4th  of  December  (by  the  return  of  the 
poll)  that  Dr.  Hunter’s  preparation  of  the  teflicle  was  a  common  one, 
and  that  he  would  get  the  quickfilver  to  go  no  further  than  the  epididy¬ 
mis,  This  anfwer  Dr.  Garrow  carried  to  Dr.  Hunter,  and  aiked  him  if 
he  knew  whether  the  quickfilver  had  penetrated  any  further  than  the 
epididymis ,  for  that  he  intended  foon  to  write  to  Dr.  Donald  Monro,  and 
would  acquaint  him  with  it  if  he  had.  To  which  queftion  Dr.  Hunter 
made  no  anfwer,  but  begged  of  Dr.  Garrow  that  he  would  write  no 
more  to  Dr.  Donald  Monro  ;  which  requefi:  Dr.  Garrow  complied  with,* 
and  I  never  received  after  this,  while  at  Edinburgh,  any  letter  from  Dr- 
Garrow,  or  from  any  other  perfon,  in  which  Dr.  Hunter  was  mentioned, 
nor  heard  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  injected  the  feminal  tubes  of  the  tefli- 
cles  till  months  after  it  was  done  by  my  brother ;  and  by  having  re¬ 
ceived  no  anfwer  from  Dr.  Garrow,  I  was  convinced  that  Dr.  Hunter 
had  got  the  quickfilver  to  go  no  further  than  the  epididymis ,  and  there¬ 
fore  never  mentioned  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter  to  my  brother,  as  it  contained 
nothing  new  nor  more  than  had  been  publifhed  the  year  before  by  Dr.- 
Halier  in  the  494th  number  of  the  Philofophical  Tranfadtions ;  nor  did 
my  brother  know  that  ever  fuch  a  letter  had  been  wrote  till  he  came  to 
London  in  November  1755,  when  he  heard  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having 
mentioned  it  in  his  ledhire  (B.) 

It  may  be  alked  why  did  I  write  to  Dr.  Garrow  that  Dr.  Hunter’s  pre¬ 
paration  was  a  common  one.  My  reafons  for  it  were  thefe  (C.) 

In  medical  efiays,  vol.  5.  art.  20.  fee.  29,  my  father  has  the  follow¬ 
ing  pafi’age, — It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  vas  deferens  and  epidi - 
“  dymis  were  continued  tubes.  To  be  fatisfied  in  this,  cut  the  vas  defe- 
“  rens  through  where  it  lies  on  the  infide  of  the  vejicula  feminalis ,  and 
t€  take  it  and  the  teilicle  away  from  the  body  ;  prefs  the  epididymis  from 
“  its  larger  towards  its  fmaller  extremity,  and  from  that  to  the  cut  end 
“  of  the  vas  deferens ,  till  you  have  fqueezed  out  all  the  liquor  you  can, 
“  taking  care  by  fqueezing  with  moifi:  fingers  not  to  let  thefe  parts  dry 
“  too  much  in  doing  this ;  then  put  a  long  pipe  into  the  vas  deferens , 

“  and 
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“  and  through  it  pour  quickfilver;  the  weight  of  fuch  a  high  column  of 
“  mercury,  affifled  by  your  fingers  prefiing  from  time  to  time  towards 
“  the  teflicle,  will  make  the  quickfilver  go  forward  in  the  tortuous  ca- 
“  nal  about  half  the  body  of  the  epididymis ,  beyond  which  I  never  could 
“  make  it  pafs,  being,  ’I  fuppofe,  flopped  there  by  the  liquor  of  which 
<c  the  canals  were  full.”- — And  in  a  manufcript  wrote  in  the  year  1747, 
on  the  method  of  difiedting  and  of  making  anatomical  preparations,  he 
orders  this  fame  preparation  to  be  made  ;  and  as  he  fufpedted  that  the 
quickfilver  might  be  made  to  pafs  further  than  he  had  got  it,  he  often 
defired  me,  as  well  as  Mr.  John  Campbell  and  Dr.  Thomas  Frafer,  who 
then  fludied  under  him,  to  attempt  pouring  in  quickfilver  into  the  epi¬ 
didymis  ;  which  I  did,  but  not  fucceeding  after  a  few  trials  better  than 
my  father  had  done,  I  attempted  it  no  more  (D.) 

In  the  year  1751,  I  fludied  under  Dr.  Haller  at  Gottengen,  where  I 
found  that  he  had  been  attempting  to  make  this  fame  preparation,  and 
that  he  had  fucceeded  better  than  my  father  or  I,  and  had  got  the 
quickfilver  to  pafs  quite  through  the  epididymis  into  the  beginning  of  the 
feminal  vefiels  of  the  teflicle,  but  could  not  get  it  to  go  further  (E.) 

In  May  1752,  when  I  came  to  London,  I  faw  number  494  of  the 
Philofophical  Tranfadtions,  which  had  been  publifhed  in  1751,  and 
found  that  Dr.  Haller  had  given  both  an  account  and  figures  of  the 
epididymis  and  feminal  vefiels  of  the  teflicle  profecuted  by  difiedlion, 
much  further  than  thofe  can  be  feen  before  the  teflicle  is  cut  (F.) 

After  reading  this  narrative  of  fadts,  I  fancy  Dr.  Hunter  himfelf,  and 
every  other  perfon,  will  be  convinced  that  I  could  have  no  knowledge  of 
Dr.  Hunters  having  injedted  the  feminal  tubes  of  the  teflicle  from  Dr. 
Garrow’s  letter,  and  I  believe  that  to  this  day  Dr.  Hunter  himfelf  does 
not  know  whether  thefe  vefiels  are  injedted  in  that  teflicle  of  which  Dr. 
Garrow  wrote  to  me,  for  I  am  told  that  he  never  opened  it,  but  flill 
keeps  it  whole  ;  and  therefore  I  do  affirm,  both  from  the  experiments 
of  others  and  feveral  I  have  fince  made  myfelf,  that  nobody  can  even 
now  fay  that  the  feminal  vefiels  of  that  teflicle  are  filled  with  the  quick- 
iilver  :  it  is  as  probable  that  the  quickfilver  is  extravafated  within  the 
tunica  albuginea  before  it  went  fo  far  as  it  did  in  the  teflicle,  of  which 
Dr.  Haller  has  given  a  figure  in  number  494,  of  the  Philofophical 
Tranfadlions,  (G.) 

Having  thus  fhewn  what  grounds  Dr.  Hunter  has  for  alledging  that  his 
xlifcoveries  were  Hole,  I  ffiall  next  give  fome  account  of  my  brother’s 
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injetfting  thofe  velfels,  which  I  believe  will  convince  every  impartial 
reader  that  it  was  not  owing  to  any  hint  from  Dr.  Hunter,  but  to  his 
father's  orders  and  infirudtions  that  he  attempted  it.  (PI.) 

My  father  finding  upon  my  return  to  Edinburgh  in  October  1752, 
that  I  had  not  made  all  the  anatomical  preparations  that  were  wanting, 
defired  my  brother  to  make  as  many  as  he  could  according  to  the  direc¬ 
tions  given  in  his  manufcript  on  difiedtions  and  anatomical  preparations, 
as  he  had  time  that  winter  by  my  taking  the  trouble  of  differing  for  the 
public  demonstrations  ;  and  accordingly,  amongfi  others,  he  attempted 
this  on  the  9th  of  January  1753,  the  parts  of  generation  having  been  de¬ 
monstrated  to  the  pupils  on  the  8th.  Upon  finding  that  the  quickfilver 
had  gone  much  further  than  he  expedited,  he  cut  open  the  tefiicle  that 
night,  and  Mr.  Donne,  Dr.  d’Urban,  and  a  great  many  more  faw  it  next 
day  with  the  feminal  tubes  filled,  as  reprefented  in  the  figures  in  the 
Edinburgh  phyfical  elfays,  and  in  his  inaugural  difiertation. —  At  this 
time  neither  I,  nor  any  other  perfon  I  know  of,  had  received  any  intel¬ 
ligence  at  Edinburgh  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  fucceeded  in  filling  thefe 
tubes  with  quickfilver,  nor  do  I  know  to  this  day  that  Dr.  Hunter  did  it 
before  that  time ;  for  the  filling  the  epididymis  I  count  as  nothing,  my 
father  and  Dr.  Haller  had  done  it  before  him,  and  he  can  only  be  laid  to 
have  injected  the  feminal  tubes,  or  to  have  known  any  thing  about  them 
after-  having  cut  open  a  tefiicle  where  they  were  filled  with  quickfilverv 
^ hiceritur ,  on  what  day,  or  in  what  week,  did  Dr.  Hunter  demonfirate 
them  ?  It  muft  have  been  fome  time  after  the  19th  of  December ;  or 
why  did  he  not  anfwer  Dr.  Garrow’s  quefiion  ?  (I.) 

What  Dr.  Hunter  means  by  faying  he  published  this  difcovery  before 
my  brother,  is  what  I  do  not  comprehend ;  if  he  means  by  publishing. 
Shewing  it  in  his  private  colleges,  he  puts  a  meaning  upon  the  word 
piiblijhing  different  from  what  I  understand  by  it,  for  I  dilfedted  five 
years  for  my  father  from  1745  to  1750,  and  had  in  the  winter  confiant- 
]y  numbers  of  the  pupils  about  me,  and  was  intimate  with  many  of 
them,  efpecially  of  the  Englifh  young  gentlemen,  yet  while  I  remained 
at  Edinburgh,  I  never  could  know  one  thing  Dr..  Hunter  was  doing-; 
and  fince  I  have  been  in  London,  I  have  not  heard  more,  except  fome 
few  things,  relative  to  the  prefent  difpute,  and  what  I  heard  accidental¬ 
ly  from  the  Dodtor  himfelf  in  private  converfation  (K.) 

Dr.  Hunter  alledges,  that  from  the  intercourfe  there  is  between  the 
fchools  of  anatomy  at  London  and  at  Edinburgh,  that  my  brother  mufi 
•certainly  have  known  of  and  fiole  the  difcovery  from  him  ;  but.what- 

P  ever 
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ever  ftrefs  he  may  lay  upon  this,  I  declare  upon  my  honour,  that  I  ne¬ 
ver  knew,  and  to  the  bed;  of  my  knowledge  no  other  perfon  then  at 
Edinburgh  knew,  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  filled  the  feminal  tubes  with 
quickfilver 3  and  I  hereby  beg  it  as  a  favour,  that  if  any  gentlemen 
wrote  to  me,  or  to  my  father,  or  to  my  brother,  or  acquainted  any  of 
us  before  the  9th  of  January  1753,  with  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  filled  the 
feminal  tubes  of  the  teflicle,  that  fuch  gentlemen  would  let  Dr.  Hunter 
know  it  by  a  letter,  and  if  Dr.  Hunter  can  produce  one  fuch  well- 
vouched  evidence,  Dr.  Monro  will  freely  give  up  all  claim  to  the  honour 
of  the  difcovery,  but  till  that  time  he  mull;  always  look  upon  himfelf  as 
the  firfl  who  injedted  and  published  figures  of  thefe  feminal  tubes  of  the 
teflicle  (L.) 

I  hope  I  have  fully  fatisfied  Dr.  Hunter’s  moft  ardent  wifhes,  and 
proved  that  Dr.  Monro  jun.  did  not  learn  at  fecond-hand  from  him 
any  thing  about  thefe  vefiels  of  the  tellicle  3  and  for  the  truth  of 
what  is  here  inferted,  I  refer  him  to  Dr.  Garrow  of  Barnet,  to  Mr. 
Donne,  who  now  lodges  in  his  brother’s  houfe,  and  to  Dr.  d’Urban 
of  Richmond,  and  to  every  gentleman  who  attended  the  anatomical 
ledtures  at  Edinburgh  in  winter  1752-3  (M.) 

I  don’t  fee  how  any  gentleman  can  be  cenfured  for  plagiarifm  by 
publifhing  any  thing  new  he  difcovers  by  his  own  induflry  in  the  arts 
and  fciences,  even  though  a  hundred,  nay  ten  thoufand,  fhould  have 
known  it  before  him  3  if  they  negledt  publifhing,  and  letting  the 

world  know  it,  it  is  their  fault,  and  none  of  his _ In  the  prefent  cafe. 

Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  injedted  the  feminal  tubes  with  quickfilver 
the  9th  of  January  1753  3  in  April  or  May  drawings  were  made  from 
them,  and  a  copy  of  them  fent  in  a  few  weeks  after  to  Dr.  Peter 
Shaw,  phyfician  to  his  majefty,  which  Dr.  Hunter  faw  foon  after  their 
arrival  at  London.  Dr.  Monro  did  not  publifh  either  figures,  or  any 
account  of  them,  till  Autumn  1754;  nor  did  he  know  that  Dr.  Hun¬ 
ter,  or  any  other  perfon,  difputed  the  honour  of  the  difcovery  with 
him  till  November  1755,  that  he  came  to  London,  and  attended  Dr. 
Hunter’s  ledtures.  (N.) 

What  Dr.  Hunter  means  by  faying,  that  by  my  brother s  thejis ,  he 
Jaw  he  was  opening  another  field  (meaning  the  lymphatics)  where  he 
would  be  in  as  great  a  danger  of  being  fiujpeBed  or  cenfured ,  is  what  I 
do  net  underftand.  I  thought  the  human  body  had  been  a  field  open 
to  all  phyficians,  and  more  particularly  to  thofe  who  made  anatomy 
their  profeffion.  My  brother  had  of  himfelf  flarted  that  fubjedt,  and 

perhaps 
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perhaps  had  carried  it  a  much  greater  length  than  Dr.  Hunter,  before 
he  came  to  London,  or  knew  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  any  opinion  about 
thofe  veflels ;  but  I  fhall  not  fay  more  of  this  at  prefent,  but  refer  our 
readers  to  the  letter  inferted  in  your  Review  for  December  1,  1757, 
which  was  wrote  by  one  who  knows  every  Rep  my  brother  took  in  pro- 
fecuting  thofe  veflels,  much  better  than  I  do  (O.) 

I  am  forry  to  have  been  obliged  to  appear  in  this  difpute  between  a 
brother  and  a  friend  ;  I  had  declared  myfelf  neutral,  and  was  refolved 
never  to  have  appeared  in  it  at  all ;  but  fince,  contrary  to  my  inclination, 
my  name  has  been  brought  in,  and  I  appealed  to  as  a  witnefs  by  Dr.  Hun¬ 
ter,  I  hope  he  willexcufe  this,  nor  think  I  have  done  him  any  injury  by 
doing  juftice  to  a  brother  who  is  not  prefent  to  anfwer  for  himfelf. 

London, 

December  7,  1757.  Donald  Monro. 

P.  S.  Never  imagining  that  there  would  be  any  difpute  about  this  pre¬ 
paration,  I  did  not  preferve  Dr.  Garrow’s  original  letter ;  but  in  the 
beginning  of  September  lad,  when  I  heard  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  mention¬ 
ing  it  as  a  proof  of  my  having  early  intelligence  of  his  having  injedted 
the  feminal  tubes  of  the  tefticle,  I  wrote  to  Dr.  Garrow,  and  defired 
him  to  let  me  know  by  a  letter  how  far  he  had  ever  wrote  to  me  on 
that  fubjedt  to  which  I  had  the  following  anfwer  : 

Dear  Monro, 

’Tis  impoflible  for  me  to  charge  my  memory  with  the  exprefs  words 
in  my  letter  to  you,  with  refpedt  to  Dr.  Hunter’s  preparation  of  the 
tefticle.  I  fearched  long  for  a  copy,  but  in  vain  ;  however,  I  found 
your  anfwer  (contrary  to  my  expectations)  the  words  of  which  are, 
“  Mr.  Hunter  s  preparation  of  the  tefticle ,  is  a  common  one  1  he  will  get 
“  the  quickftlver  to  go  no  further  than  the  epididymis .” 

To  the  bed;  of  my  remembrance  my  words  were,  That  Mr.  Hunter 
had  injected  the  vas  deferens ,  that  the  quickfilver  was  feen  in  the  epidi- 
dymisy  that  he  believed  it  had  penetrated  further,  but  did  not  care  to 
cut  the  preparation  till  he  had  made  another  fuch. 

I  cannot  be  pofltive  to  the  above  paflage,  but  declare  upon  my  word 
and  honour  that  I  never  after  wrote  to  you  on  that  fubjedt. 

Barnet, 

Sept.  11,  1757.  W*  Garrow. 

P  2  Having 
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Having  wrote  to  him  fince  to  know  the  date  of  my  letter,  which  he 
dill  preferves,  I  had  the  following  anfwer : 

Dear  Sir, 

The  date  of  your  letter  to  me  from  Edinburgh,  is  December  14,  1752; 
that  of  mine  to  you  I  do  not  remember,  having  no  duplicate  but  think 
it  mult  have  been  a  week  or  ten  days  before. 

Barnet, 

Dec.  4,  1757.  I  am  yours,  &c.  W.  Garrow. 

One  day  about  a  month  ago,  I  met  the  doctor  in  town,  and  afked  him 
why  he  did  not  anfwer  my  letter  from  Edinbugh  ?  when  he  told  me, 
that  upon  fhewing  it  to  Dr.  Hunter,  he  delired  him  to  write  me  no 
more  upon  that  fubjed. 

1 

No.  V. 

cfhe  Ninth  Article  of  the  Critical  Review  for  November,  1757.. 
cTo  the  Authors  of  the  Critical  Review. 


Gentlemen, 

'J  N  your  lad  Review  I  gave  an  account  of  the  fads,  fo  far  as  they  had 
then  come  to  my  knowledge,  relating  to  a  difpute  between  Dr. 
Alexander  Monro  jun.  and  myfelf.  This  I  did  with  fuch  regard  to 
judice  and  truth,  that  I  did  not  think  I  fhould  have  had  occafion  to 
give  you  or  the  public  any  further  trouble.  But  the  paper  which  you 
have  lent  me  from  Dr.  Donald  Monro,  lays  me  under  the  neceffity  of 
making  fome  further  remarks.  He  honours  me  with  the  name  of 
friend,  yet  keeps  very  clear  of  the  appearance  of  partiality  to  me.  He 
affumes  the  character  of  an  evidence,  who  is  forry  to  be  called  upon  ; 
yet  takes  the  caufe  upon  himfelf,  fays  more  than  there  was  occafion  for, 
and  more  than  his  caufe  will  bear.  Through  the  whole  paper  he  feems 
to  be  in  a  midake,  as  to  his  two  material  points.  Fird,  he  feems  to 
have  thought  that  an  evidence  to  an  improbable  fad:  will  be  more  readily 
believed  if  he  fhews  warmth  and  prejudice  to  that  fide  of  the  quedion, 
and  adopts  the  caufe  as  his  own.  Secondly,  he  feems  to  treat  me,  as  if 
I  had  wilhed  to  convid  his  brother  of  plagiarifm.  The  public  will 
teil  him,  the  fird  was  ill  judged  ;  and,  I  do  alfure  him,  the  lad:  was 
very  far  from  being  true.  From  the  beginning  of  the  difpute  I  propofed 
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doing  myfelf  juftice,  fecuring  to  myfelf  what  I  knew  was,  and  what  I 
could  prove  to  be  my  own  :  but  was  very  far  from  defiring  to  fix  aiSho- 
nour  upon  his  brother  ;  which  will  be  the  more  readily  believed,  as  it 
is  plain  I  could  reap  no  advantage  from  it. 

Allow  me  now  to  proceed  to  the  particular  remarks,  which  I  Shall 
note  with  letters  of  reference. 

(A.)  I  could  with  to  make  fome  obfervations  on  the  following  para¬ 
graph  in  his  introduction,  if  I  was  fure  I  underitood  it,  viz.  Jince  in 
your  lafi  you  put  in  a  letter  from  Dr.  Hunter,  in  which  I  am  mentioned  as  „ 
an  evidence  of  my  brother  s  having  foie  the  difcovery  of  the  feminal  vef'els  of 
the  tefiicle from  him  Dr.  Hunter,  by  alledging  that  I  had  received  a  letter 
from  Dr.  G arrow ,  oj  Barnet,  informing  me  of  Dr.  Hunter  s  having  dons 
it  long  before  my  brother.  If  the  reader  would  take  the  trouble  of  looking 
into  my  letter  in  the  laft  Review,  he  would  fee  that  I  did  not  mention 
Dr.  Donald  Monro ,  as  an  evidence  of  his  having  foie  ;  I  ufed  no  fuch 
ungentleman-like  expreffion  ;  nor  did  I  lay  claim  to  the  difcovery  of  the 
feminal  vef'els  of  the  tefis  :  I  knew  they  had  been  difcovered  long  before 
I  had  exiftence  ;  nor  did  I  fay,  that  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter  informed  him  of 
Dr.  Hunter  s  having  done  it  (i.  e.  ftole)  long  before,  &c.  I  mutt  own, 
however,  that  I  perhaps  miftake  the  meaning  of  this  paffage.  Let  me 
fee  again — evidence  of  having  foie — the  feminal  vef'els — -from  him  Dr. 
Hunter — alledging — a  letter — informing — of  Dr.  Hunter’s  having  done 
it  long  before  my  brother.  After  all,  I  certainly  do  not  understand  it  : 
for  it  does  not  inform  me  which  of  us  ftole,  and  which  of  us  loft  the 
feminal  veftels. 

(B.)  In  the  fecond  paragraph,  he  gives  an  account  of  Dr.  Garrow’s 
letter,  and  (I  am  almoft  afhamed  to  take  notice  of  it)  leaves  out  the 
principal  part  of  the  information.  If  the  reader  will  turn  to  the  account 
which  Dr.  Garrow  has  given  of  his  own  letter,  he  will  fee  tliefe  words, 
that  he  (Dr.  Hunter)  believed  it  had  penetrated  further,  viz.  than  the  epi¬ 
didymis.  Now,  why  was  this  material  paffage  fuppreffed  in  the  beginning 
of  a  true  fate  of  thofe  faCts  ? 

He  fays.  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter  was  wrote  in  December ;  I  had  Said 
fome  time  in  November.  Nov/  itfeems  it  was  wrote  in  the  very  beginning 
of  December.  The  reader,  who  makes  himfelf  mafter  of  the  fubjeCt, 
will  eafily  fee  that  it  docs  not  affeCt  the  argument,  whether  we  put  it  in 
November  or  December ;  as  the  intelligence  it  contained  muft  have  ar- 
rived  before  the  9th  of  January,  when  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  firft 
injeCted  the  tefis  with  mercury. 


I  with 


I  wifh  Dr.  D.  Monro  had  not  been  fo  particular  in  his  account  of  my 
converfation  with  Dr.  Garrow,  as  he  was  not  prefent.  The  converfa- 
tion  was  very  fhort,  and  not  greatly  in  his  favour  ;  but  it  was  a  private 
converfation. 

The  reafon  he  gives  for  not  telling  his  brother  of  Dr.  Garrow’s  letter, 
fhews  confummate  prudence. 

(C.)  His  words  were,  as  he  now  publifhes  them  from  Dr.  Garrow, 
Mr.  Hunter  s  preparation  of  the  tefticle  is  a  common  one  ;  he  will  get  the 
quickfilver  to  go  no  further  than  the  epididytnis.  Now  let  us  hear  his  rea¬ 
fon  s  for  faying  fo. 

(D.)  The  firft  is  a  curious  one.  Let  us  abridge  it,  that  we  may  fee  its 
full  force,  thus  :  My  father  had  told  us  in  print  that  he  could  never 
make  mercury  pafs  further  than  half-way  through  the  body  of  the  epidi¬ 
dymis  and  informed  me  by  a  M.  S.  that  he  fufpedted  the  quickfilver 
might  be  made  to  pafs  further  than  he  had  got  it,  and  often  defired  me 

and  Mr. - ,  and  Dr.  - ,  to  attempt  it  ;  which  I  did,  without 

fucceeding  better  than  my  father,  and  attempted  it  no  more.  Ergo, 
When  I  was  told  that  Dr.  Hunter  had  done  it,  I  faid  it  was  a  common 
preparation. 

(E.)  His  next  argument  runs  thus  :  Dr.  Haller  indeed  had  fucceeded 
better  than  my  father,  or  I  ;  but  had  not  filled  the  tubuli  teflis  with 
quickfilver.  Ergo. 

(F.)  His  laft  argument  is  in  itfelf  very  fhort.  Dr.  Haller  had  traced 
thefe  veflels  within  the  coat  of  the  teflis  by  difledlion.  Ergo ,  Dr.  Hun¬ 
ter’s  preparation  was  common,  and  he  could  not  fill  them  with  mercury. 

(G.)  Dr.  Monro  received  information  at  firft  that  I  had  filled  the  tii- 
bidi  as  far  as  could  be  known  before  the  teflis  was  cut  open,  and  that  I 
believed  them  to  be  filled  within  the  teflis ,  but  that  I  would  not  venture 
to  open  the  preparation  till  I  had  got  another  of  the  fame  kind.  Ought 
he  then  to  have  treated  this  preparation  as  a  common  one,  and  to  have 
taken  upon  him  to  fay,  that  I  would  get  the  quickfilver  to  go  no  further 
than  the  epididy?nis  ?  Does  it  not  appear  the  moft  natural  fuppofition, 
when  fuch  a  letter  was  received  in  the  beginning  of  the  winter,  while 
the  father  and  his  two  fons  were  fetting  out  jointly  in  the  anatomical 
bufinefs  of  the  feafon,  that  he  fhould  tell  his  father  of  it ;  as  neither  he T 
nor  his  father  had  ever  been  able  to  do  it ;  and  tell  his  brother  of  it, 
whofe  employment  that  winter  was  to  be  the  making  fuch  preparations 
as  they  were  deficient  in  ?  And,  does  not  this  fuppofition  agree  very 
well  with  what  happened  afterwards  ?  his  brother  made  the  experiment 
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upon  the  very  firSt  fubjedt,  viz.  January  9th.  He  fucceeded  j  did  what 
Dr.  D.  Monro  had  been  told  that  I  believed  I  had  done.  It  was  publish¬ 
ed  immediately  as  a  difcovery,  at  his  father’s  lectures  ;  and  afterwards 
in  print,  when  he  (at  leaSt)  might  have  known  that  I  had  demonstrated 
the  fame  thing  at  my  public  lectures  in  the  month  of  November,  or  De¬ 
cember,  preceding  that  9th  of  January.  Was  not  it  natural  forme  to 
be  difiatisfied  with  all  this  ? 

v  What  wild  difpute  does  the  doctor  introduce  here,  about  that  identical 
firft  tejiis  l  have  not  I  faid  in  the  State  of  the  fadts  published  in  the  laSt 
Review,  that  I  Shewed  the  tubuli  filled  in  another,  which  was  injedted 
by  my  brother  at  my  defire  ? 

(H.)  Some  readers  perhaps  may  fay  here,  we  are  already  convinced 
how  it  was. 

(I.)  I  allow  it,  becaufe  I  believe  it,  to  have  been  on  the  9th  of  Ja¬ 
nuary.  In  my  narrative,  indeed,  I  faid,  upon  enquiry  I found  that  he  had 
injected  the  internal  tubidi  in  the  latter  end  of  fanuary ,  or  in  February , 
1752-3.  Dr.  Donald  Monro  had  referred  me  to  Mr.  Donne  for  this  in¬ 
formation,  who  gave  it  me  in  prefence  of  fome  gentlemen  from  the  beSt 
recolledtion  he  could  make,  in  the  following  words,,  that  it  could  not  be 
fooner  thaii  the  middle  of  fanuary :  but  he  allows,  with  great  candour* 
that  he  might  be  miftaken  in  eight  or  ten  days,  after  fo  many  years,  as 
he  had  nothing  but  his  memory  to  diredt  him ;  and  the  reader  will  be 
fenfible  that  the  9th  of  January  is  the  fame  thing  to  my  argument  as  the 
9th  of  February. 

Nor  do  I  know,  fays  the  dodtor,  to  this  day,  that  Dr.  Hunter  did  it  be¬ 
fore  that  time.  Does  he  aflert  this  becaufe  it  was  my  brother  who  injec¬ 
ted  the  fecond  tejiis  t  or  does  he  doubt  my  veracity  in  afierting  that  I 
Shewed  the  internal  tubuli  injedted  in  my  autumn  courfe  of  ledtures,- 
1752  ?  Was  not  this  a  public  traniadtion  before  a  great  number  of  wit- 

nefles  now  living  ? - For  the  filling  the  epididymis  I  count  as  nothing ; 

my  father  and  Dr.  Hhller  had  done  it  bej'ore  him.  In  anfwer  to  this  I 
Shall  refer  the  reader  to  his  father’s  own  words,  quoted  by  him  as 
above,  from  the  Medical  Eflays,  which  exprefsly  fay  he  never  could  do¬ 
it _ He  can  only  be  faid  to  have  injedled,  &c.  I  had  told  him  that 

my  brother  injedted  and  cut  open  the  tejiis,  and  that  I  fhewed  it  in  my 
autumn  courfe  of  ledtures,  in  1752.  I  took  no  note  of  the  day. 
He  knows,  I  prefume,  that  my  courfe  begins  in  Odtober,  and  ends  in 
December.  Let  it  be  any  day  in  thefe  three  months  that  hepleafes. 

- Or  why  did  he  not  anfwer  D  old  or  Carrow's  quefiion  ?  I  treated  his 
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anfwer  to  Dr.  Garrow  as  I  then  thought  it  deferved,  and  therefore  de- 
fired  Dr.  Garrow  to  drop  the  fubjedl.  I  am  forry  to  have  had  occafion 
to  put  Dr.  Garrow’s  name  fo  often  in  print.  I  mud:  at  lead:  do  him 
the  judice  to  declare,  that  it  is  not  meant  difrefpedtfully,  and  that  fo 
far  as  I  know,  he  has  behaved  in  this  difpute  with  honour  and  integrity. 

(K)  What  Dr.  Hunter  means ,  &c.  By  publijking  I  only  meant  making 
publickly  known  :  that  is,  by  my  ledlures,  which  are  honoured  with  flu- 
dents  from  all  parts  of  Great-Britain.  The  inflitution  indeed  is  private, 
but  if  I  have  not  been  dattered,  its  induence  has  been  more  extenfive. 

- Tet  while  I  remained  at  Edinburgh  I  never  coidd  know  one  thing  Dr. 

Hunter  was  doing.  What  fhall  we  fay  to  this,  after  he  has  told  us  that 
he  received  a  letter  from  Dr.  Garrow,  telling  him  what  I  had  done,  and 
was  doing  about  the  tejiis  ? 

(L)  Dr.  Hunter  alledges — ’That  my  brother  7nufi  certainly  have  known 
of  and Jiole  the  difcovery  from  him.  I  fhould  not  have  alledged  that  a  gen¬ 
tleman  muji  certainly  have  foie,  without  being  able  to  prove  it.  I  had 
no  certain  knowledge  in  this  cafe,  but  fuch  prefumption,  or  grounds  of 
fufpicion,  as  the  reader  has  been  made  acquainted  with.  I  gave  the 
hidory  of  the  difpute  about  the  teflis ,  and  lymphatics  drfl  at  my  ledlures, 
and  then  printed  it  in  your  lafl  month’s  Review,  (being  invited  fo  to  do) 
in  order  to  fecure  to  myfelf  what  is  my  own.  At  my  le&ures  I  commu¬ 
nicate  every  thing  freely  for  the  benedt  of  fludents.  For  fome  time  I 
have  been  too  much  engaged  to  have  leifure  for  printing  my  obfervations : 
many  of  them  are  flill  crude,  and  I  am  battering  myfelf  that  I  fhall  be 
able  to  bring  them,  perhaps,  to  fome  perfection.  I  am  vexed  when  I 
fee  them  printed  by  other  people  ;  efpecially  if  there  be  reafon  to  fufpeft 
that  I  have  not  been  fairly  treated.  Now  let  the  reader  put  himfelf  in  my 
place,  and  fay,  whether  the  hidory  which  I  gave  of  the  fadts  was  not  as 
tender  as  might  be  expected. 

I  declare  upon  my  honour.  I  have  fuch  a  refpedl  for  honour,  that  I 
■would  not  have  it  offended  even  in  thought  :  and  therefore  I  with  Dr.  D. 
Monro  had  kept  to  the  only  point  which  concerned  him  as  an  evidence 
in  this  difpute,  and  declared  that  he  had  not  told  his  brother  of  Dr. 
Garrow’s  letter.  Let  honour  appear  with  as  much  dignity  and  force, 
as  poflible,  when  he  does  appear. 

— But  till  that  time  he  muf  always  look  upon  himfelf  as  the  frf  who 
injecled  and  publified  figures  of  the  tubes.  Many  have  given  dgures  of 
thefe  tubes  before  him  :  but  to  avoid  wrangling  about  an  expreflion,  and 
Xo  come  to  the  point  ;  whatever  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  may  have 
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known  in  January  1753,  he  certainly  now  knows  that  my  brother  in¬ 
jected  thefe  tubes  before  he  did  :  therefore  I  apprehend  it  is  not  in  his 
power  to  look  upon  himfelf  as  the  firll:  who  did  it. 

(M)  For  the  truth  of  what  is  here  ajj'erted  I  refer  him  to,  See.  Thefe 
gentlemen  will  probably  delire  to  be  excufed  giving  their  names  as  evi¬ 
dences  to  fome  things  contained  in  this  paper.  When  we  appeal  to 
witnelfes,  we  Ihould  fpecify  what  they  will  anfwer  for  :  elfe  the  appeal 
is  mere  found.  Neither  thefe  gentlemen,  nor  any  body  elfe,  can  pofitively 
fay  he  did  not  learn  it  of  me  at  fecond-hand.  The  affirmative,  from  its 
nature,  admits  of  proof :  the  negative  he  may  be  confcious  of ;  but  he 
never  can  prove  it. 

(N)  I  don't  fee  how  any  gentleman  can  be  cenfured,  See.  However  it  may 
appear  to  Dr.  Monro,  it  is  certain  the  public  will  not  give  up  their  right 
of  cenfuring  when  they  find  caufe.  They  are  ever  juft  in  giving  applaufe 
where  it  is  due*  and  feldom  fail  to  Ihew  their  refentment  when  they  are 
infulted  by  ill-founded  pretentions. 

(O)  What  Dr.  Hunter  means  by  faying - is  what  I  do  not  underfiand'. 

Why  write  about  it  then  ?  elpecially  as  it  is  a  difpute  between  a  brother 
and  a  friend,  where  he  has  not  the  pretence  of  fpeaking  as  an  evidence. 
As  he  thews  an  inclination  to  be  in  it,  let  us  try  if  we  can  make  it  intel¬ 
ligible  to  him  by  a  familiar  allufion;  A  field  may  be  common ,  and  yet 
admit  of  robbery.  Suppofe  two  men  have  a  right  to  gather  fiicks  in  a 
common  ;  if  one  of  them  takes  what  the  other  had  gathered,  he  is  cen¬ 
fured  with  jutlice,  if  he  knew  it  when  he  took  them  ;  and  if  he  did  not 
know  it,  he  is  difhoneft,  and  will  be  cenfured,  if  he  refufes  giving  them 
up,  when  it  is  proved  that  they  were  become  another  perfon’s  property. 


He  concludes  with  referring  the  reader  to  the  laft  Critical  Review. 
The  reader  cannot  oblige  me  more  than  by  confidering  attentively  what 
is  there  faid  upon  both  fides  of  the  queftion. 


Jermyn- Street, 

Dec.  22,  1757;  William  Hunter. 


P.  S.  Dr.  Alexander  Monro  jun.  who  \vas  abroad,  has  been  lately  in 
town,  and  we  are  therefore  bound  to  believe  he  has  approved  of  the 
Reps  which  his  brother  has  taken  in  his  defence. 


END  OF  PART  I. 
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T  II  E 


I  N  T  R  O  D  U  C  T  I  O  N. 


PERHAPS  it  may  be  as  found  philofophy  to  fay,  that  all  the 
actions  of  men  are  directed  to  fome  good  end,  as  it  is  to  fub- 
feribe  to  an  opinion  which  has  prevailed  among  naturalifls,  that, 
in  the  works  of  nature,  nothing  is  abfolutely  without  its  ufe.  Li¬ 
terary  difputes  are  difagreeable  to  the  greateft  part  of  mankind ;  and 
the  difputants  are,  for  the  moil  part,  condemned  by  the  world.  Yet 
it  is  reafonable  to  think,  that  even  thefe  difputes  anfwer  fome  good  pur-, 
pofe.  By  engaging  the  pafiions  of  men  more  warmly,  they  rouze  a  fpL 
jrit  of  emulation,  and  give  a  fpur  to  enquiry. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  there  is  fcarce  a  confiderable  character  in  anato¬ 
my,  that  is  not  connected  with  fome  warm  controverfy.  Anatomifts  have 
ever  been  engaged  in  contention.  And  indeed,  if  a  man  has  not  fuch  a 
degree  of  enthufiafm,  and  love  of  the  art,  as  will  make  him  impatient  of 
unreafonable  oppofition,  and  of  encroachments  upon  his  difeoveries  and 
his  reputation,  he  will  hardly  become  confiderable  in  anatomy,  or  in  any 
other  branch  of  natural  knowledge. 

Thefe  reflections  afford  fome  comfort  to  me,  who  unfortunately  have 
been  already  engaged  in  two  public  difputes.  I  have  imitated  fome  of 
the  greateft  characters,  in  what  is  commonly  reckoned  their  worft  part  : 
but  I  have  alfo  endeavoured  to  be  ufeful ;  to  improve  and  diffufe  the 
knowledge  of  anatomy  :  And  furely  it  will  be  allowed  here,  that,  if  I 
have  not  been  ferviceable  to  the  public  in  this  way,  it  has  not  been  for 
want  of  diligence,  or  love  of  the  fervice. 

It  has  likewife  been  obferved  of  anatomifts,  that  they  are  all  liable  to 
the  error  of  being  fever e  on  each  other  in  their  difputes.  Perhaps  from 
being  in  the  habit  of  examining  objeCts  with  care  and  precifion,  they 
may  be  more  difgufted  with  rafh  affertions,  and  falfe  reafoning.  From 
the  habit  of  guarding  againft  being  deceived  by  appearances,  and  of  find¬ 
ing  out  truth,  they  may  be  more  than  ordinarily  provoked  by  any  at¬ 
tempt  to  impofe  upon  them  ;  and,  for  any  thing  that  we  know,  the  paf- 
iive  fubmifhon  of  dead  bodies,  their  common  objeCts,  may  render  them 
lefs  able  to  bear  contradiction, 
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But,  to  be  more  ferious,  we  mull  allow  that  the  language  and  man¬ 
ner  of  literary  war  fhould  be  adapted  to  the  circumfances.  Injuries, 
difregard  of  truth,  and  mean  artifices,  in  one  party,  will,  and  ought  to 
be,  treated  with  fome  degree  of  indignation,  by  the  other.  In  order, 
therefore,  to  judge  properly  of  the  manner,  we  muff  enter  into  the  caufe, 
and  fift  it  to  the  bottom,  that  we  may  fee  and  feel  the  fituation  of  the 
writer  ;  and  then,  perhaps,  what  feemed,  upon  a  fuperficial  view,  too 
keen,  will  appear  to  be  very  gentle. 

In  the  ninth  chapter  of  the  Medical  Commentaries ,  I  defended  myfelf 
againf  a  reproach  thrown  upon  me  by  profeffor  Monro,  fenior,  of  Edin¬ 
burgh,  by  giving  a  clear  and  concife  account  of  a  difpute,  which  I  was 
unfortunately  involved  in  with  Mr.  Pott.  The  account  was  indeed  un¬ 
favourable  to  Mr.  Pott ;  but  the  circumfances  were  fairly  fated,  fo  far 
as  I  could  be  informed ;  and  I  had  taken  fome  pains  to  procure  informa¬ 
tion.  I  concluded  that  account  by  fuppof  ng  that  it  was  poflible  that  I  had 
milunderlfood  his  conduct  towards  me;  and  declared,  that  if  everlfiould 
fee  reafon  to  think  that  to  have  been  my  cafe,  he  fhould  find  me  ready,  to 
do  him  jufiice.  Here  the  affair  refed  till  laft  October,  when  he  publiflied 
a  fecond  edition  of  his  general  Treatife  on  Ruptures.  In  that  he  added  a 
chapter  on  the  Hernia  congenita ;  and  took  the  opportunity  of  giving  the 
public  his  account  of  our  dilpute.  I  read  it,  and  found  that  we  differed 
very  widely  in  fating  the  facfs  upon  which  the  whole  difpute  between 
us  depends.  I  remembered  the  promlfe  I  had  made,  and  reafoned  thu3 
in  my  own  mind  :  “  Had  I  been  convinced  of  being  in  the  wrong,  I 
fhould  certainly  have  excufed  myfelf  in  the  bef  manner  I  could ;  but 
I  fliould  as  certainly  have  done  juf  ice  to  Mr.  Pott’s  character,  by  owning 
my  error,  and  afking  pardon  of  him,  and  of  the  public.  Whoever  reads 
his  account,  and  fuppofes  that  there  are  no  mifakes  in  it,  muf  think 
that  it  is  my  duty  to.  do  fo  immediately.  Yet,  now  that  I  have  got  all 
the  light  which  he  has  given  me ;  when  I  read  over  both  accounts,  and 
compare  them  together,  I  am  fill  confcious  that  mine  is  exadtly  true 
in  every  particular ;  and  that  in  his  there  are  fuch  mifakes  and  inac¬ 
curacies,  as  could  not  have  been  expected  from  a  man  of  his  underf  and- 
ing  and  abilities,  whether  one  confiders  him  as  a  furgeon,  or  as  an 
author.  Yet  thefe  mifakes  happen  to  be  in  the  great  points  upon  which 
the  difpute  turns,  and  totally  change  the  nature  of  the  cafe  :  therefore, 
juf  ice  to  the  public,  as  well  as  to  myfelf,  obliges  me  to  clear  up  tha 
matter.” 
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The  difpute  between  us  owed  not  its  rife  to  jealoufy,  private  pique, 
or  malevolence,  on  either  lide  ;  we  lived  in  common,  though  not  inti¬ 
mate  friendlhip  ;  and,  fo  far  as  I  knew,  neither  of  us  had  the  lead:  caufe 
of  complaint  againd:  the  other,  till  the  occadon  of  this  difpute. 
What  I  faid  in  my  le&ure,  or  in  print,  was  not  in  the  hurry  of 
padlon  ;  but  with  refle&ion  and  meaning  :  And  as  to  the  manner  of 
telling  his  ftory,  I  mud:  be  fo  candid  as  to  confefs,  that  if  the  cir- 
cumftances  had  been  exadtly  as  he  has  reprefented  them,  I  Ihould  have 
thought  myfelf  deferving  even  of  a  more  fevere  rebuke  from  him.  He 
has  treated  me,  for  the  mod:  part,  with  the  language  of  a  gentleman, 
for  which  I  thank  him.  I  have,  indeed,  received  fome  incijion  at  his 
hand,  but  little  butchery ;  and  I  have  been  fo  much  ufed  to  meet  with  the 
latter,  that  I  am  the  more  fendble  of  his  lenity. 

My  purpofe  in  the  following  pages  is  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  accu- 
fation,  which,  in  my  own  defence,  I  brought  againd:  Mr.  Pott,  in  the 
ninth  chapter  of  the  Medical  Commentaries.  To  fpeak  my  opinion 
freely  upon  the  whole  difpute,  I  mud:  fird:  declare,  that,  after  having 
duly  confidered  the  defence  which  he  has  made  in  the  fecond  edition  of 
his  Treatife  on  Ruptures,  publifhed  laffc  October,  I  am  fo  far  from  re¬ 
penting  of  what  I  faid,  that  I  cannot  wifh  to  retradt  one  fyllable  of  the 
accufation.  And  now  I  fhall  enter  upon  the  particulars,. 
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Of  a  fuppofed  plagiarifm  from  Baron  Haller. 


TH  E  firft  point  in  order  of  time,  is,  whether  Mr.  P.  borrowed 
a  remarkable  paragraph  from  Baron  Haller,  and  gave  it  to  the 
world  as  his  own,  in  the  firft  edition  of  his  general  Treatife  on 
Ruptures.  He  avers  (p.  149  of  his  defence)  that  he  never  had  feen,  read, 
or  heard  of,  that  work  of  Baron  Haller,  either  in  Latin  or  Englifh,  till 
twelve  months  at  leaft  after  his  publication.  By  way  of  a  fhort  intro¬ 
duction  to  this  declaration,  he  fays,  “  To  fave  the  reader’s  time,  and 
il  to  cut  fhort  this  part  of  the  difpute” — Is  there  any  argument  in  this 
way  of  cutting  a  difpute  fhort  ?  The  facft  is  of  too  much  importance  to 
be  cut  fo  fhort ;  and  I  fhall,  in  the  fequel,  prove,  however  refpeCtable  his 
veracity  may  be,  that  his  memory  frequently  mis-leads  him,  where  one 
would  think  it  impoflible  to  be  mis-led,  and  betrays  him  into  moft  dif- 
agreeable  fttuations.  But  furely  no  man  is  heard  as  evidence  in  his  own 
caufe.  Evidence  muft  be  drawn  from  the  teftimony  of  credible  wit-; 
neftes,  (not  of  parties)  or,  forwantof  fuch  teftimony,  from  circumftances. 

Let  us  confider  the  evidence  which  he  brings.  He  avers ;  but  does  not 
name  one  witnefs.  He  publifhed  a  new,  a  curious,  and  an  ufeful  doClrine 
of  the  moft  common  caufe  of  Hernia ;  and  added,  "  This  has  always  been 
**  my  opinion;”  which,  by  the  bye,  is  an  ofticioufnefs  that  gives  ftrong 
fufpicion.  It  looks  like  a  conlcioufnefs,  that  people  would  immediately 
fay,  “  This  is  the  opinion  which  Llaller  has  publifhed  within  thefefew 
“  months.”  Yes,  fays  be,  but  it  has  always  been  ?nine.  This,  however,  is 
digreftion.  I  was  faying,  he  publifhed  a  new  doCtrine,  which  would  have 
done  honour  to  any  man  of  the  profeflion,  and  faid  “  it  had  always 
“  been  his  opinion yet  now,  when  that  faCt  is  difputed,  he  cannot,  it 
feems,  for  he  does  not ,  bring  any  one  friend,  pupil,  or  acquaintance,  to 
teftify,  that  it  was  his  opinion  before  the  time  of  Baron  Haller’s  publica¬ 
tion.  Is  it  not  amazing,  that  he  fhould  not  have  taught  that  curious  doc¬ 
trine  to  his  apprentices  and  pupils  ?  that  he  fhould  not  have  mentioned 
it  to  me,  when  we  were  confidering  Hernia  in  a  dead  body  difledted  for 
that  purpole  ?  that  he  fhould  never  have  mentioned  it  to  fuch  gentlemen 
as  Melf.  Hawkins,  Sain  thill,  Nourfe,  and  Webb  ;  to  whom,  he  tells  us, 
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(p.  145)  he  communicated  his  other  new  idea?  If  he  had,  they  would  not 
have  forgotten  fo  curious  an  opinion  ;  nor  would  they  have  refufed  him 
the  jufHce  of  giving  their  tedimony  to  truth.  “  It  had  always  been  his 
<c  opinion  f  but,  it  feems,  he  never  mentioned  it  to  any  mortal.  Can 
we  account  for  fuch  cautious ,  apprehenfve  refervednefs ,  to  ufe  his  own 
words,  in  a  gentleman,  who  is  now  fo  very  communicative ;  who  writes 
a  book  every  year  for  the  indrudtion  of  the  profeffion,.  and  advertifes  the 
contents  of  all  his  works,  almod  every  day*  in  every  public  paper  ? 

His  having  brought  no  tedimony  mud  then  appear  as  a  drong  pre- 
fumptive  proof  againd  him.  Let  us  next  fee,  what  degree  of  probability 
he  has  been  able  to  draw  from  the  circumdances  of  the  cafe.  Now  let 
us  remember  the  cafe  ;  it  is  allowed  by  himfelf  to  be  thus  :  He  pub- 
lifhed  a  curious  doctrine  in  furgery ;  viz.  that  the  defcent  of  the  Tdejles 
from  the  loins  into  the  Scrotum  is  the  mod  common  caufe  of  Hernia ,  as 
his  own,  after  B.  Haller’s  book,  which  contained  that  do&rine,  had 
been  even  tranflated  into  Englifh ;  yet  he  in  fids  dill,  that  the  dofrrine 
was  his  own  ;  that  it  had  always  been  his  opinion  ;  and  that  he  had  not 
leen  or  heard  of  the  Baron’s  book  (which  was  frequently  advertifed  in 
our  news-papers)  till  about  a  year  afterwards.  That  I  may  do  all  judice. 
to  the  arguments  brought  in  proof  of  this  extraordinary  and  improbable 
fafr,  I  fhall  relate  the  whole  in  his  own  words,  and  interfperfe  fome  re¬ 
marks,  that  the  reader  may  the  better  feel  the  force  of  thefe  argu¬ 
ments. 

“  But,  (p.  149)  fetting  afide  whatever  pretenfion  I  may  have  to  be 
“  believed  upon  my  bare  affertion,  is  it  probable  that  if  I  had  dolen 
my  opinion  from  the  Baron’s  book,  that  I  fhould  have  given  fo  fhort, 
t(  fo  imperfedt,  and,  indeed,  fo  erroneous  an  account  of  what  he  has 
“  fo  fully  explained,  or,  at  lead,  fo  clearly  pointed  out?”  Whoever 
will  take  the  trouble  of  comparing  the  paffages  quoted  from  the  Baron 
and  from  Mr.  Pott  -f*,  will  fee  that,  if  Mr.  P.  did  deal  at  all,  he  dole 
the  whole  fubdance ;  and  that  no  man  could  venture  upon  a  more  lite¬ 
ral  tranflation,  with  any  chance  of  concealing  the  plagiarifm.  The 
name,  and  other  little  circumdances,  for  good  reafons,  were  left  out 
and  B.  Haller  might  perhaps  fay.  Hie  quidem  non  imam  allquam  aut  al¬ 
teram  a  nobis ,  fed  tat  am  ad  fe  n  of  ram  de  herniis  congenitis  obfervationem 
tranflulit .  Atque,  ut  reliqui  fares ,  earum  rerum ,  quas  ceperunt ,  figna 
commutant :  fc  illey  ut  fententiis  nofris  pro  fuis  uteretur ,  nomina ,  tanquam 
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rerum  not  as,  mutavit .  But,  to  difcufs  this  point  in  plain  English,  furely 
Mr.  P.’s  dodtrine  being  Jhort  and  imperfeB,  is  no  proof  that  it  was  not 
taken  from  Haller ;  for  Haller’s  account  of  it  is  both  fhort  and  imperfebl l. 
It  was  a  new  obfervation,  and  required  careful  and  repeated  examina¬ 
tions  therefore  Haller,  at  firft,  talked  as  became  a  true  philofopher,  with 
diffidence  ;  and,  at  laft,  had  hardly  a  doubt  left  : — caufa  videtur  poni — 
ni fallor—-ffpicio  nondum  matura — non  fufjiciunt  experiment  a — Hac  omnino 
merentur  conjiderari  a  viris  gnaris  &  veri  cupidis  &  per  experimenta  repeti 

— HaBenus  dubius - nullum  fere  dubium  fuperefl.  Thefe  expreffions 

fhew,  that  this  fketch  by  the  great  phyfiologift,  though  Jhort  and  imper- 
feB ,  was  not  ffruck  off  at  once,  and  at  random,  but  was  the  refult  of 
obfervation  and  patient  enquiry  ;  and  if  he  ffiall  be  bleffed  with  health 
and  long  life  (which  I  moft  earneftly  pray  for)  he  will  probably  favour 
us  with  a  more  full  and  perfedt  account  of  the  matter.  Here  I  cannot 
help  obferving  how  flowly,  and  with  what  difficulty,  we  acquire  know¬ 
ledge  by  ftudy;  yet  how  quickly  and  eafily  it  comes  by  intuition.  What 
Baron  Haller  took  fo  much  pains  to  find  out,  was —always  Mr.  Pis 
opinion. 

Mr.  P.  alfo  fays,  that,  if  he  had  borrowed  it  from  Haller,  it  was  im¬ 
probable  he  ffiould  have  given  fo  erroneous  mi  account  of  what  he  has  fo 
fully  explained.  This  is  indeed  a  fpecious  argument,  as  it  is  propofed  ; 
but,  when  examined,  it  is  another  very  unfortunate  one,  as  it  proves 
what  it  is  brought  to  difprove.  The  only  error  in  Mr.  Pott’s  account, 
that  I  am  aware  of,  is  this ;  that  the  ' fejlis  remains  in  the  Abdomen  till 
birth,  and  is  then  forced  down  by  breathing,  crying,  &c.  But  this  very 
error  is  in  Haller’s  book ;  and  therefore  ferves  to  prove  the  plagiarifm.  It 
was  eafier  to  take  the  whole,  than  to  corredt  the  error.  As  it  was, — it  had 
always  been  Mr.  P.’s  opinion.  The  only  difference  is  this :  B.  Plaller 
publifhed  the  opinion  cautioufly,  and  with  hefitation,  as  it  arofe  in 
his  mind  from  the  examination  of  a  few  cafes  :  But  Mr.  P.  took  it  all 
without  hefitation,  and  gave  his  own  little  bit  of  a  fort  of  a  reafon  for 
it ;  viz.  It  was  right  the  f  ejlis  fhould  be  out  of  the  way  of  danger  till 
after  birth. 

We  have  feen  the  force  of  his  firff  argument  :  It  proves  what  was  not 
intended.  Pie  goes  on  thus:  “  If  I  had  taken  my  account  of  the  defcent 
c‘  of  the  feftes  from  thence,  why  did  I  not  alfo  learn  from  thence  the 
cc  reafon  why  the  Intefline  and  Pejlis  are  fometimes  found  in  the  fame 
“  fac cuius  Becaufe  Baron  Haller  neither  mentioned  this  cafe,  nor  gave 
any  reafon  for  it.  What  fays  Mr.  P.  to  this  plain  anfwer  ?  I  prefume  he 

will 
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’Will  'Call  it  rude ,  and  malevolent ,  and  unprovoked  ;  but  he  mud  allow  that 
it  is  a  full  anfwer  to  his  fecond  argument,  and  that  hitherto,  therefore, 
he  dands  judly  fufpeded  of  plagiarifm  from  B.  Haller.  He  proceeds  to 
urge  his  fecond  argument  thus  :  “  One  of  thefe  fads  was  as  much  the 
“  iubjed  of  my  enquiry,  at  that  time,  as  the  other ;  and  in  the  OpuJ - 
cula  Pathologica  (the  book  alluded  to)  are  both  of  them  fatisfadorily 
<(  accounted  for,  and  made  to  illuftrate  each  other.”  The  reader  will 
perhaps  be  amazed  when  I  allure  him,  that  the  one  fad  in  difpute,  called 
here  one  of  thefe  faffs,  is  neither  accounted  for  fatisfadorily,  nor  unfa- 
tisfadorily  ;  nor  made  to  illudrate  the  other,  or  to  illuftrate  itfelf,  or  to 
illuftrate  any  thing  elfe  ;  it  is  not  fo  much  as  once  mentioned. 

Let  us  go  to  the  next  argument:  he  fays,  “  Why  fhould  I  call  the  cafe 
tc  related  by  Mr.  Sharp  a  lufus  naturce  ?  Why  not  avail  myfelf  thoroughly 
te  of  the  plagiarifm,  by  giving  a  true  folution  of  the  appearance;  fhewing 
“  that  it  was  not  a  kifus  naturce,  nor  produced  by  what  Mr.  Sharp  and 
<{  Dr.  Hunter  had  thought  was  the  caufe  of  it,  but  by  the  intedine  being 
“  pufhed  into  the  open  tunica  vaginalis  V'  Any  man  who  read  Aqua- 
pendente’s  Trad  on  the  valves  of  the  veins,  might  have  availed  himfelf 
thoroughly  of  it,  and  explained  the  circulation  of  the  blood  ;  yet  the 
obvious  inference,  which  had  efcaped Aquapendente,  efcaped  everybody, 
till  Harvey’s  keen  glance  caught  it.  How  ridiculous  it  is  in  Mr.  P.  to 
afk  why  he  did  not  avail  himfelf  of  B.  Haller’s  obfervation,  by  giving  a 
true  folution  of  the  appearance  1  The  queftion  proves  only,  that  it  feems 
to  have  required  a  little  more  thought  and  attention  than  he  was  pleafed 
to  give  it  :  which,  I  prefume,  his  acquaintance  will  not  think  very 
drange.  “  All  this  is  in  the  fame  chapter  of  the  fame  book ;”  not  in 
the  fame,  nor  in  any  other  chapter  of  the  fame  book.  The  reader  may 
dare,  indeed  ;  but  the  fad  is  fo.  “  From  this  book  Dr.  blunter  and  his 
“  brother  derived  all  their  knowledge  of  both  thefe  fubjeds.”  People 
naturally  judge  of  others  by  their  own  experience*of  themfelves.  No; 
I  beg  Mr.  P.’s  pardon  :  he  knows  that  a  good  deal  of  anatomical  know- 
lege  is  to  be  got  without  books  or  difiedions.  Let  any  man,  for  in¬ 
dance,  who  knows  but  the  common  things,  keep  a  good  correfpondence 
with  dudents,  or  borrow  notes  taken  at  ledures,  and  he  may,  with  very 
little  trouble,  become  as  great  a  difcoverer  as  a  modern  junior  profefor, 
or  fenior  furgeon.  If  the  reader  will  take  the  trouble  of  comparing  Mr. 
J.  Hunter’s  account  of  both  thefe  fubjeffs,  with  B.  Plaller’s,  he  will  fee 
what  reafon  Mr.  P.  could  have  to  adert,  with  original  fimplicity,  in  his 
defence,  that  Dr.  Hunter  and  his  brother  took  all  their  knowlege  of  both 
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thefe  fads  from  this  book.  “  And  this  book  (if  I  had  read  it)  muft 
“  have  informed  me  of  both,  as  certainly  as  of  one.  Is  Haller’s  ac- 
“  count  of  one  more  plain  and  intelligible  than  of  the  other  ?  ”  Hal¬ 
ler’s  account  of  the  one  is  indeed  very  plain  and  intelligible  ;  but  he  has 
given  no  account  at  all  of  the  other,  neither  intelligible  nor  unintelligi¬ 
ble.  <c  Or  is  it  likely  that  I  fihould  read  only  what  related  to  one,  and 
“  not  what  related  to  the  other,  when  they  were  not  only  in  the  fame 
“  chapter  and  page,  but  equally  parts  of  the  fubjed  I  was  then  enquir- 
“  ing  into  ?  ”  The  reader,  by  this  time,  may  think  it  very  likely,  that 
he  read  what  related  to  the  one,  and  as  unlikely,  that  he  fhould  read 
what  related  to  the  other,  becaufe  there  is  nothing  faid  of  the  other, 
either  in  the  fame,  or  in  any  other  chapter  or  page  of  the  book. 

“  Indeed,  the  fpirit  of  criticifm,  or,  more  properly,  the  defire  of 
“  finding  fault,  has  in  this  infiance  got  the  better  of  that  artful  caution, 
“  with  which  Dr.  Hunter  mofi  frequently  either  exprefies  or  conceals 
“  his  fentiments,  has  carried  him  beyond  the  proper  mark,  and  made 
Si  him  prove  too  much.”  If  it  is  a  crime,  we  muft  not  accufe  Mr.  Pott 
of  artful  caution  ;  and  we  can  eafily  believe,  he  thinks  Dr.  Hunter  has 
proved  too  much.  But  by-fianders  obferve  befi  whether  the  mark  be 
hit  or  not.  “  Since,  if  I  had  read  the  Opufcula  Pathologica  of  Haller, 
“  previous  to  the  publication  of  my  general  treatife  in  1756,  I  muft 
have  obtained  from  thence  that  very  information,  which  the  Dodor 
“  fays  I  got  from  his  brother  in  1757,  at  the  fame  time  when  he  is  faid 
to  have  explained  to  me  the  Dodor’s  hypothefis ;  for  in  that  book, 
"  as  I  have  already  obferved,  are  contained  both  the  Dodor’s  hypothe- 
“  fis,  (as  he  calls  it)  and  Mr.  Hunter’s  difeovery.”  The  reader  muft  be 
fick  of  all  this  over  and  over  5  and  therefore  I  will  tell  him,  for  the  laft 
time,  that  my  hypothefis  is  not  contained  in  that  book,  nor  eyer  was  in 
any  book,  till  Mr.  Pott  made  a  pamphlet  of  it,  and  took  it  to  himfelf. 
My  hypothefis  was,  that  in  fome  cafes  of  Hernia  the  inteftine  muft; 
lie  on  the  outfide  of  the  tunica  vaginalis  propria  tejlis,  and  in  others 
within  it.  Thefe  laft  were  reckoned  unaccountable  by  Mr.  Pott,  who 
confidered  them  as  accidents ,  or  lufus  nature?  ;  and  Haller  has  made  no 
comparifon,  contraft,  or  oppofition,  between  the  two  fpecies.  It  is 
true,  indeed,  that  by  reafoning  and  applying  what  the  Baron  fays  of  the 
anatomy  of  the  parts  in  foetufes,  it  is  eafy  to  give  a  folution  of  Mr.  Pott’s 
lufus  naturae ;  and  accordingly  it  ftruck  me  when  I  read  ITallcr,  but  in 
the  way  of  inference ;  and  this  I  owned  in  the  account  which  I  gave  of 
the  matter,  as  freely  as  Mr.  Pott  tells  what  he  read  in  Lagaranne,  and 
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what  ufe  he  made  of  it.  Mr.  Pott  muft  not  pretend,  that  becaufe  the 
doctrine  is  contained  in  Haller  by  inference ,  therefore  I  did  not  make  the 
difcovery ;  for  if  he  makes  that  plea,  I  fhall  eafily  prove,  by  the  fame 
argument,  that  he  had  himfelf  made  the  difcovery,  when  he  called  it 
an  accident ,  or  lufiis  natures ;  that  is,  when  he  did  not  underftand  it.  He 
called  it  a  lufus  natures  in  his  general  treatife  in  1756  ;  yet,  in  that  very 
book,  and  in  the  paffage  which  appears  fo  evidently  to  be  taken  from 
B.  Haller,  he  fays,  “  This  paffage  of  the  Tefis  from  the  belly  into  the 
“  Scrotum ,  I  take  to  be  the  principal  caufe  of  the  ruptures  of  infants  ; 
“  for  the  ring,  or  aperture,  being  by  this  means  dilated,  a  portion  of 
<(  caul,  or  gut,  has  an  opportunity  of  flipping  through,  before  the  aper- 
<e  ture  has  had  time  to  contradt  itfelf  again.”  The  intelligent  reader 
will  fee  that  the  difcovery  is  contained  in  this ;  becaufe,  if  the  caul,  or 
gut,  takes  the  opportunity  of  following  the  Tdejlis,  before  the  paffage 
contracts  itfelf,  it  cannot  be  otherwife  than  in  contadt  with  the  T’eftis, 
which  it  follows.  Yet  he  owns  now,  that  he  could  not  then  account 
for  the  contiguity  of  thofe  parts  in  a  rupture,  and  therefore  called  fuch 
a  rupture  a  lufus  natures. 

But  to  return  to  the  fubjedt  of  plagiarifm  from  B.  Haller.  Mr.  P. 
goes  on  thus  :  “  I  am  very  willing  to  allow  that  Dr.  Hunter  might 

realonably  prefume,”  and  the  reader  furely  cannot  now  doubt,  “  that 
“  I  had  feen  the  Opufcula ;  but  is  fuch  a  prefumption  to  be  immedi- 
“  ately  admitted  as  a  proof yet  you  fee  when  it  is  well  examined,  it 
equals  demonffration  in  the  convidton  which  it  gives  ;  “  or  can  it  be 
((  thought  fuffleient  to  authorize  or  vindicate  fo  rude  and  fo  unprovoked 
<e  an  attack  as  he  has  made  on  me?”  Now,  after  all,  this  rude  and  un¬ 
provoked  attack,  as  he  would  with  the  reader  to  believe  it  to  have  been, 
was  made  upon  him  in  the  following  manner.  I  was  accufed  by 
profeffor  Monro,  fenior,  of  having  a  difpute  with  Mr.  P.  I  knew  that 
Mr.  P.  had  taken  an  obfervation  from  me,  and  affumed  the  honour  of 
it  to  himfelf ;  therefore  my  attack  was  not  unprovoked :  whatever  the  at¬ 
tack  was,  it  was  made  on  that  account.  In  the  introduction  to  my  ac- 
cufation  of  him,  I  had  occaflon  to  quote  a  remarkable  paffage,  which 
I  was  then  convinced  (and  now  have  proved )  was  taken  from  B.  Haller: 
yet  all  that  I  faid  of  it  was  this,  that  I  felt  fome  uneafnefs  for  my  friend . 
Surely  that  was  gentle ,  not  rude.  I  appeal  to  his  friends.  But  if  he  in- 
flfts  that  it  was  rudey  1  will  cut  this  point  very  fhort,  by  recantation  :  I 
beg  his  pardon  for  having  faid  fo  ;  and  now  declare,  with  great  civility, 
that  I  feel  no  uneafinefs  at  all  for  my  old  friend.  If  the  reader  does,  I 
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mufl  applaud  his  generofity ;  and  can  fay,  with  great  fincerity,  I  was 
once  in  his  fituation;  and  think  it  very  probable  he  wilL  come  to  mine* 
when  he  knows  his  friend  a  little  better* 

SECT.  IT. 

The  true  State  of  Mr.  P.’s  Vifit  to  Mr.  J.  Hunter. 

TO  follow  the  order  of  time,  the  next  enquiry  fhould  be  into  the* 
account  which  Mr.  Pott  has  given  of  the  occafon  and  circum- 
fiances  of  his  difcovering  and  afcertaining  the  nature  of  the  particular 
fpecies  of  Hernia,  which  made  the  fubjeet  of  his  pamphlet.  Here  he 
hands  accufed  of  plagiarifm  from  my  brother  and  from  myfelf.  One  of 
the  mod:  important  circumfiances  of  the  tranfadtion  is  a  vifit  which  he 
paid  to-  my  brother.  I  fhall  begin  with  that  vifit,  becaufe  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  ;  becaufe  it  will  ferve  as  a  key  to  other  things ;  and  becaufe  Mr.  P. 
and  I  reprefent  it  in  fuch  different  lights  :  it  fhall  be  the  tefl  between 
us,  of  proper  behaviour,  of  candour,  and  veracity. 

Mr.  P.  pretends  (p.  145)  that  he  called  at  my  hou-fe  in  Covent-Gar¬ 
den  with  an  intention  of  telling  me  what  he  had  done  ;  that  he  learnt 
nothing  from  my  brother,  &c.  44  He  fhewed  me  one  Jingle  preparation  J 

fays  he  ;  “  he  did  not  fhew  me  any  other  preparation - nor  do  I  re- 

member  that  the  congenial  Hernia  was  once  mentioned  by  either  of 
44  us  during  my  fhort  vifit,  notwithftanding  the  Dodlor  has  fa  id  that  his 
4f  brother  “  fhewed  me  his  preparations  with  great  readinefs,  and  ex- 
44  plained  to  me  his  (the  Doctor’s)  hypothelis  of  the  contiguity  of  the: 

inteftine  and  teflicle.”  Our  converfation  turned  entirely  on  the  paf- 
£‘  fage  of  the  Tejles  from  the  belly  into  the  Scrotum  ;  and,  as  far  as  I 
“  could'perceive,  (for  he  fpake  with  the  mold  cautious,,  apprehenfive  re- 
41  fervednefs)  our  fentiments  were  alike. 

“  My  papers  were  at  this  time  finifhed,  and  corrected  for  the  prefs  y 
41  — nor  did  I  alter  a  fingle  fyllable  in  them,  in  confequence  of  this  vi- 
“  fit  to  Mr.  Hunter.  But  had  that  gentleman  been  half  fo  explicit  as- 
his  brother  reprefents  him  to  have  been ;  had  he  been  fo  ingenuous  as 
44  to  have  told  me,  that  either  he  or  the  Dodtor  had  regarded  themfelves 
“  as  the  aifcoverers ;  had  he  fignified  that  either  of  them  had  any  in- 
i(  tention  to  fay,  or  to  publifh  any  thing  about  it — I  would  either  have 

4C  fuppreffed  my  book,  or  have  mentioned  their  names  in  it. - And,  as 
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“  to  the  honour  of  the  difcovery,  it  would  not  have  given  me  any  con- 
“  cern  at  all. 

“  This  is  a  diort  and  true  account  of  the  fad ;  this  is  the  thing  for 

“  which  I  have  been  traduced  in  print. - Page  149.  The  manner  in 

<e  which  I  attained  my  knowledge  I  have  already  mod  faithfully  related. 
“  — Page  156.  But  excepting  that  (ingle  circumflance  of  not  having 
<f  related  the  (hort  converfation  which  paffed  between  his  brother  and 
“  me,  and  from  which  I  did  not  derive  the  lead  degree  of  information, 
“  — Page  162.  When  I  published  my  trad  on  the  congenial  Rupture1, 
“  I  had  no  intention  to  anticipate  either  of  them,  or  to  prevent  either 
€t  of  them  from  enjoying  any  reputation  or  honour,  which  might  arife 
“  to  them  from  their  labours  on  this,  or  any  other  fubjed  :  if  he  (Dr. 
“  H.)  had  faid,  that  he  or  his  brother  was  then  enquiring  into  that  part 
“  of  the  animal  ceconomy,  I  (hould  mod  probably  never  have  profe- 
“  cuted  my  enquiries,— -as  I  (hould  have  known  that  the  fubjed  was  in 
“  fo  able  hands  :  I  want  no  reputation  of  that  fort.” 

Now  the  reader  fliall  judge  between  us,  from  pofitive  and  unquediom- 
able  evidence,  which  the  point  in  quedion  happens  to  admit  of. 

My  brother  gives  me  the  following  account  of  Mr.  Pott’s  vifit : 

“  One  morning,  fome  time  in  the  autumnal  courfe  of  ledures  175^ 
“  Mr.  Pott  called  upon  me  in  Covent-Garden,  and  fpoke  to  me  of  the 
“  preparations  which  I  had  made  relating  to  the  Tejles  and  Hernia  of 
“  children,  and  expreffed  a  defire  of  feeing  them.  I  went  with  him 
“  into  the  preparation-room,  and  we  examined  them  together ;  and 
“  fome  gentlemen,  who  lived  with  me  at  that  time,  were  in  the  room 
“  with  11s,  or  at  lead  were  coming  and  going,,  for  we  were  fome  time 
“  together ;  and  after  we  had  examined  and  talked  of  thefe  matters, 
**  Mr.  Pott  came  into  the  parlour  with  me,  and  fat  with  me  fome  time 
“  longer.  I  cannot  take  upon  me  to  fay  which,  or  what  number,  of 
“  thofe  preparations  were  then  examined  ;  but,  to  the  bed  of  my  know- 
“  ledge,  I  (hewed  them  all ;  and  I  had  feveral  at  that  time.  I  told 
“  him  what  I  had  done,  and  told  him  the  ufe  you  (Dr.  Hunter)  had 
<s  made  of  thefe  obfervations,  in  explaining  the  different  fituations  of  the 
“  intedine  in  Hernia,  ■ viz- .  Whether  it  lies  in  contact  with  the  Tejlis, 
**  or  on  the  outfide  of  the  Tunica  vaginalis.  I  particularly  remember 
“  that  he  was  then  of  opinion,  that  refpiration  was  the  caufe  of  the  de- 
“  fcent  of  the  Teftis ,  as  he  had  explained  it  in  his  book  of  Ruptures,. 

which  was  publiflied  fome  months  before;  and  that  I  took  the  liberty 
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of  declaring  againft  that  opinion,  and  told  him  I  had  commonly 
((  found  them  out  of  the  Abdo?nen  before  the  time  of  birth.  Mr.  Pott 
did  not  tell  me,  or  give  me  any  hint  which  I  underhood,  that  he  had 
e(  an  intention  to  publilh  upon  the  fubjedt. 

“  Sth  of  Odt.  1763.  John  Hunter.” 

f 

My  brother’s  verbal  account  at  the  time,  was  enough  for  my  fatisfac- 
tion  ;  becaufe  I  was  as  fure  of  the  truth  of  what  he  faid,  as  I  could  have 
been  by  the  evidence  of  my  own  fenfes.  But  fome  time  after  the  Cri¬ 
tical  Reviewers  had  taken  notice  of  Mr.  P.’s  pamphlet,  I  was  told,  by 
a  gentleman  of  the  profeffion,  that  Mr.  P.  had  been  attacked  in  com¬ 
pany  about  his  difeoveries,  and  that  he  pofitively  denied  having  ever  feen 
our  preparations.  Upon  this  information,  I  applied  to  Mr.  Lufcombe, 
furgeon,  of  Exeter,  who  was  in  my  brother’s  houfe  at  the  time  of  Mr. 
Pott’s  vilit ;  and  I  defired  my  brother  to  write  to  Mr.  Patch,  furgeon, 
then  of  Exeter,  but  now  of  London,  who  was  likewife  prefent.  In 
anfwer  to  my  application,  Mr.  Lufcombe  wrote  to  me  as  follows : 

“  Sir, 

“  In  the  autumnal  courfe  of  your  ledtures,  which  I  had  the  pleafure 
to  attend,  boarding  then  with  your  brother,  I  perfedtly  remember  that 
“  Mr.  Pott  called  on  him  about  the  latter  end  of  the  courfe,  (which 
€t  began  Odt.  4th,  1756)  and  that  your  brother  then  demonftrated  to 
him  the  lituation  of  the  F eft  is  in  the  Foetus  ;  the  manner  of  its  palling 
“  down  into  the  Scrotum ;  the  fpecies  of  rupture  when  in  contadt  with 
“  the  F  eft  is ;  and  Ihewed  its  lituation,  and  explained  the  manner  of 
its  palfage,  with  your  opinion  about  that  rupture  ;  viz.  that  it  was 
<e  produced  from  infancy,  being  what  is  called  the  Congenial  Rupture, 
“  which  was  fully  explained  in  the  fame  courfe.  Returning  you  my  lin- 
“  cere  thanks,  &c.  &c. 

“  Exeter,  May  5th,  1759.  Sam.  Lufcombe,  jun. 

In  Mr.  Patch’s  letter  to  my  brother,  which  is  a  long  one,  upon  a  va¬ 
riety  of  fubjedts,  is  the  following  paragraph  :  “  In  anfwer  to  your  en- 
“  quiry,  if  I  can  recolledt  being  prefent  at  the  time  Mr.  Pott  faw  your 
Cf  preparations,  I  perfedtly  remember  that  Mr.  Lufcombe,  one  morning, 
“  I  believe  in  November  lalt,  came  into  my  room,  and  told  me  that  Mr. 
“  Pott  was  in  the  preparation-room  with  you  ;  on  which  I  went  in, 

“  and 
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“  and  faw  you  two  looking  on  thofe  preparations  of  the  j Fatfus,  where 
<(  the  defies  are  feen  defeending  into  the  Scrotum ,  and  the  Jacs  or  pro- 
<c  cedes  of  the  Peritonaeum ,  that  are  afterwards  to  become  the  Punic ce 
“  Vaginales.  You  then  told  him,  you  had  taken  drawings  of  thofe 
{<  parts,  and  that  the  Doctor,  in  his  lectures  of  the  former  winter,  had 
“  explained,  from  thefe  preparations,  the  manner  in  which  a  congenial 
“  rupture  is  formed  ;  which  I  likewife  had  heard  from  fome  of  the  pu- 
<(  pils  who  attended  him  at  that  time.”  In  another  part  of  the  fame 
letter,  fpeaking  of  the  account  given  in  the  Critical  Review  of  Mr.  Pott’s 
pamphlet,  he  fays,  “  I  can  vouch  for  the  truth  of  all  that  is  there  faid,. 
“  except  the  quotation  from  Mr.  Chefelden,  and  that  I  do  not  remem- 
“  her  that  the  drawings  of  the  parts  were  (hewn  at  lectures,  though 
tc  Mr.  Lufcombe  and  I  had  the  pleafure  of  feeing  them  among  your  cu~ 
“  rious  collection  of  drawings.”  This  letter  is  dated,  “  Exeter,  June,” 
viz.  ‘June  1758,  and  figned,  “  James  Patch.” 

Here  is  fuch  evidence  as  requires  no  comment ;  it  fettles  the  point  in 
queftion,  and  renders  all  argumentation  or  declamation  equally  ufelefs  ; 
it  is  the  concurring  tedimony  of  two  gentlemen  of  the  profeffion,  who 
underftand  the  fubjeCt,  who  are  independant  and  didntereded  ;  it  proves 
that  I  had  fhewn  thefe  preparations,  and  taught  that  doCtrine  of  Her- 
nice  in  my  public  leCtures,  even  before  Mr.  Pott’s  fird:  book  was  pub¬ 
lished,  at  which  time  he  owns  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  Hernia  con¬ 
genita ,  and  therefore  called  it  a  lufus  naturae ;  it  proves  that  he  was  in¬ 
formed  of  all  this  ;  it  proves  that  he  came  as  a  friend  to  fee  thefe  pre¬ 
parations,  and  faw  them,  and  heard  my  brother’s  opinions  and  mine 
upon  the  fubjeCt;  it  proves  that  he  knew  from  my  brother’s  own  mouth, 
that  he  had  made  drawings  of  the  parts  to  illudrate  the  doCtrine ;  and 
Mr.  Pott  .allows,  that  he  never  fpoke,  either  to  my  brother  or  to  me, 
of  his  intentions  of  publhhing  any  thing  upon  the  fubjeCt ;  yet,  in  a 
few  months  after  that  vidt,  he  publifhed  the  faCts  and  doCtrine,  as  his 
own,  without  mentioning  our  names  in  any  way  whatever :  he  allows 
too,  that  the  gentle,  but  determined  rebuke  which  I  gave  him,  for  this 
lingular  behaviour,  was  extorted  from  me,  when  a  fuppofed  difpute  with 
him  was  objected  to  me  in  reproach  :  and  now  after  all,  and  under  the 
weight  of  thefe  circumdances,  he  publifhes  a  judification  of  himfelf, 
built  upon  a  flat  and  pofltive  denial  of  thefe  unqueftionable  fatls ;  and 
holds  it  out  to  the  face  of  the  whole  world,  with  an  air  of  triumph. 
By  what  name  fhall  we  call  this  fpecies  of  diforder  ? 
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V 


Oux.  If  dvolcci  ovS'h  (wj  cTojco) 
Toh/Loiporepov* 


If  phyfic  has  no  power,  and  friends  no  influence ;  at  leaft,  in  fuch  a  me¬ 
lancholy  fltuation,  means  might  be  taken  to  prevent  all  accefs  to  fuch 
dangerous  and  deftrudtive  weapons  as  pen  and  ink. 


SECT.  III. 

The  Circumilances  alone  fufficient  Evidence. 

THOUGH,  in  confequence  of  what  has  been  laid  before  the  reader 
in  the  lafl  fedtion,  we  may  conflder  the  difpute  between  Mr.  P. 
and  me  to  be  at  an  end,  I  fhall  beg  leave  to  fhew,  that  the  circumflances 
of  the  cafe,  without  that  pofitive  proof,  would  be  fufficient  to  convidt 
him  before  any  impartial  tribunal.  And  in  fuits  of  this  kind,  where 
pofitive  proof  can  feldom  be  had ;  where  no  fence  can  be  raifed  to  fe- 
cure  property  ;  where  property  itfelf  is  fo  dear  to  the  firfl  pofl'eflor ; 
where  it  is  fo  right  for  the  public  to  encourage  invention  and  improve¬ 
ments,  and  to  difcourage,  or  even  to  punifh  plagiarifm,  it  is  the  duty 
of  all  ingenuous  men  to  give  judgment  from  the  circumjiances ;  to  fuppofe 
that  truth  is  always  attended  with  an  ingenuous,  conflftent,  and  open 
behaviour;  and  that  double-dealing,  inconfiftency,  or  contradidlion,  and 
mifreprefentations  of  particular  parts,  are  infallible  marks  of  an  unfound 
whole.  Truth  always  tallies  with,  and  fupports  truth;  and  what  is  not 
true,  may  generally  be  detedled  by  the  nature  of  the  prop-work  (which 
muff:  be  framed  of  incongruous  fluff)  that  fupports  it.  * 

Mr.  P.  I  think,  I  may  fay,  allows  that  I  explained,  in  my  public  lec¬ 
tures,  what  he  called  a  lufus  naturae ,  before  he  underflood  it ;  for  he 
does  not  fo  much  as  pretend  that  he  knew  it  before  me:  he  only  afferts, 
that  he  knew  it  without  me,  or  found  it  out  himfelf ;  and  tells  us, 
(p.  143)  this  was  (without  fpecifying  the  time  or  date)  when  he  exa¬ 
mined  a  Foetus,  in  company  with  an  inquifitive  young  gentleman,  at 
that  time  his  drefler  at  the  hofpital,  who  had  injedted  it,  and  brought  it 
to  his  houfe  for  examination.  This  is  the  fadl,  which  he  is  pleafed  to 
fix  upon  ;  and  I  fhall,  j'or  the  prefent,  allow,  that  it  was  Lagaranne  who 
put  him  on  the  enquiry,  with  his  inquifitive  drefler.  I  muff,  however, 
Jaeg  leave  to  afk  him,  why  he  did  not  tell  us  this  inquifitive  gentleman’s 

name? 
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name  ?  or  was  Mr.  Pott  afraid  it  would  be  found  out  that  he  was  my 

* 

pupil  ?  for  his  drelfers  and  apprentices  did  me  the  honour  of  at¬ 
tending  my  lectures  in  thofe  days.  Or  was  he  fearful  left  I  fhould  defire 
the  gentleman  to  fay,  upon  his  honour,  whether  he  had  not  learned  the 
fadt  from  me,  or  from  my  pupils,  previoufly  to  his  meeting,  upon  an  en¬ 
quiry  about  it,  with  Mr.  P.  ?  and  whether,  at  that  meeting,  he  had  not 
a  better  title  to  be  called  communicative ,  than  inquijitive  f  for  I  have 
good  reafon  to  believe  that  Mr.  Pott  himfelf  was  the  inquijitive  gentle¬ 
man.  If  I  had  known  his  name,  I  might  have  allied  him  likewife,  if 
ever  Mr.  P.  had  feen  his  MS.  notes  of  Dr.  Hunter’s  ledtures  ;  and  fome 
other  queftions  of  that  kind.  This  is  a  very  fufpicious  fetting  out.  I 
would  afk  any  man  of  fenfe,  if  he  can  believe  that  Mr.  Pott,  when  he  was 
publishing  a  Treatife  on  Ruptures,  did  not  alii  his  drelfers  and  appren¬ 
tices,  whether  Dr.  Hunter  had  any  thing  new  upon  the  fubjedt ;  or  delire 
to  fee  their  notes,  that  he  might  judge  for  himfelf.  He  allows,  that  he 
attended  Dr.  Hunter’s  ledture  at  the  theatre,  not  without  hopes  of  getting 
fome  hints  upon  the  fubjedt ;  and  he  does  not  deny,  that  he  defired  him 
to  explain  his  ideas  upon  a  dead  body,  diffedted  in  private  for  that  pur- 
pofe.  Can  any  man  of  fenfe  believe,  that  his  apprentices  or  drelfers  did 
not  immediately  tell  him  of  a  curious  difcovery,  that  was  made  public  at 
a  ledture,  concerning  the  fubjedt  of  his  book,  and  explaining  a  fadt  which 
he  had  been  forced  to  call  a  lufus  nature e  f  We  fee  that  he  talked  with 
thofe  gentlemen  upon  fuch  fubjedts.  Can  he  have  any  reafonable  pre¬ 
text  for  not  being  informed  of  this  difcovery  ?  Muft  not  information 
have  reached  him,  by  twenty  different  channels  ?  could  they  all  fail  ? 
can  a  man,  with  any  decency ,  plead  fuch  ignorance  ?  He  has  not  even 
the  plea  of  diftance ;  the  pitiful  plea  of  the  Profelfor,  who  pretended 
to  have  found  out ,  at  Edinburgh,  what  at  that  time  was  publicly  taught 
in  the  anatomical  fchools  of  London,  Oxford,  Cambridge,  and  Glafgow. 

So  far  the  matter  is  very  clear  :  now  let  us  trace  him  down  through 
his  own  improbable  ftory.  “  As  the  thing  gave  him  much  pleafure, 
“  (p.  144)  he  procured  a  number  of  fubjedts,  examined  carefully,  noted 
“  appearances,  drew  conclulions,  made  preparations,  and  Ihewed  both 
“  the  papers  and  the  preparations  to  many  of  his  friends ;  and,  among 
“  the  reft,  to  Mr.  Serjeant  Hawkins,  Mr.  Sainthill,  the  late  Mr.  Nourfe, 
“  and  the  late  Mr.  Webb.  When  he  had  examined  a  great  variety  of 
“  fubjedts,  he  enlarged  his  notes,  digefted  them  into  better  order,  and 
“  Ihewed  them  again  to  the  fame  gentlemen.”  But  all  this  time  he 
kept  his  friend  Dr,  Hunter  in  the  dark.  He  confulted  his  other  friends 

C  twice. 
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twice,  but  him  not  once.  Surely  there  muft  have  been  fome  good  rea- 
fon  for  this  conduct ;  becaufe,  when  he  was  about  writing  his  book  on 
Ruptures,  he  took  fome  pains  to  get  a  meeting  with  Dr.  Hunter,  and 
was  delirous  of  hearing  him  explain  his  ideas  on  a  dead  body,  procured 
on  purpofe.  Perhaps  he  may  fay,  that  from  the  very  little  fatisfadtion 
received  at  this  meeting,  he  was  afterwards  lefs  folicitous  about  having 
his  opinion  of  any  dodtrine  or  obfervation  in  anatomy.  But,  as  he  tells 
us,  he  always  was  pleafed  to  entertain  a  high  opinion  of  Dr.  Hunter  s 
anatomical  abilities ,  it  feems  ftrange  he  fhould  never  confult  htm  once, 
when  he  confulted  his  other  friends  twice.  Is  not  this  condudt  a  de- 
monftration  of  aukwardnefs,  perplexity,  and  diftrefs  of  mind  ?  Accord¬ 
ingly,  being  fenfible  of  the  fufpicious  appearance,  he  labours  to  remove 
any  imprelfion  of  that  kind  from  the  minds  of  his  readers,  thus “  Hav- 
“  ing  always,”  fays  he,  ct  entertained  a  high  opinion  of  Dr.  Hunter’s 
*(  anatomical  abilities,  I  called  at  his  houfe,  deligning  to  have  told  him 
“  what  I  had  done,  and  to  have  had  fome  converfation  with  him  on  the 
“  fubjedt  :  The  Dodtor  was  not  at  home,  but  his  brother,  Mr.  Hunter, 
“  was,  and  with  him  I  had  fome  talk.”  Here  again  is  the  pitiful  pre¬ 
tence  of  a  Profefior.  Both  of  them  would  make  the  world  believe, 
that  they  had  meant  to  fee  me  j  but  the  Profefior  called  at  my  houfe  in 
Jermyn-ftreet,  when  he  knew  I  was  at  my  ledture-rooms  in  Covent- 
Garden  ;  and  Mr.  Pott  called  at  thofe  rooms  in  the  morning,  becaufe 
he  knew  I  was  there  only  in  the  evening.  He  does  not  pretend  that  he 
had  made  an  appointment  with  me  at  that  time,  or  defired  a  meeting 
with  me  afterwards,  or  ever  called  at  my  houfe  in  Jermyn-ftreet.  All 
this  demonftrates  that  he  had  no  particular  defire  of  feeing  me,  what¬ 
ever  he  may  wifh  to  make  his  reader  imagine.  What  palfed  between 
him  and  my  brother,  has  been  related  in  the  preceding  fedtion  ;  and  he 
does  not  pretend  that  he  talked  of  his  papers,  or  dropped  any  hint  of 
his  intention  to  publifti :  Yet  he  fays,  in  the  next  page,  that  his  papers 
were  then  corredted  for  the  prefs,  and  he  did  not  afterwards  alter  a  fin- 
gle  fyllable  in  them.  Surely,  he  exprefied  his  own  condudt  and  feelings, 
when  he  faid  of  my  brother,  that  he  fpake  with  the  mojl  cautions,  appre - 
henji'ue  refervednefs.  That  he  did  alter  fome  fyllables,  however,  in  con- 
fequence  of  that  vifit  to  my  brother,  is  clear ;  becaufe,  in  the  pamphlet, 
he  gave  up,  or  corredted,  his  error  of  refpiration  being  the  caufte  of  the 
defcent  of  the  'Tejiis  from  the  Abdomen  into  the  Scrotum .  The  reader 
muft  now  be  perfectly  fenfible,  that  this  part  of  Mr.  P’s  condudt  with 
regard  to  me,  upon  one  fuppofition,  is  very  confiftent  indeed  5  but,  upon 

any 
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any  other  fuppofition,  is  altogether  inconfiftent,  dark,  and  abfurd ;  and 
'  therefore  it  muft  be  a  ftrong  evidence,  with  all  impartial  men,  of  delign, 
evafion,  and  under-hand  dealing. 

Some  months  after  this  vifit  to  my  brother  (which  he  has  fo  egre- 
gioufly  mifreprefented,  as  was  fhewn  in  the  fecond  fedtion,  and  which 
therefore  does  not  argue,  but  demonftrate  unfair  dealing),  without  fee¬ 
ing  or  feeking  me,  he  publiihed  his  pamphlet,  and  neither  named  my 
brother  nor  me  ;  and  this  at  a  time  when  he  knew  that  all  the  people  of 
this  place,  who  were  converfant  with  anatomical  enquiries,  knew  that  his 
tradt  contained  nothing  material,  but  what  I  had  made  public  in  my 
anatomical  ledtures,  before  he  pretends  to  have  known  any  thing  of  the 
matter ;  and  what  I  was  continuing  to  make  public  in  fucceeding  courfes 
of  ledtures.  In  this  produdtion  of  Mr.  P.  the  dodtrine  being  tranfplanted 
from  its  native  foil,  and  nurfed  up  in  the  dark,  was  imperfedt ;  the  de- 
fcriptions  incorredt  in  fome  places  ;  no  figures  of  the  parts  were  given 
for  illuftration;  but  three  cafes  from  St.  Bartholomew’s  hofpital  were 
added,  to  make  up  a  pamphlet  of  forty  pages ;  a  time-ferving  compofi- 
tion,  which  was  hurried  into  the  world,  to  fnatch  the  only  pofiible  mo¬ 
ment  for  railing  reputation ;  and,  if  we  miftake  not,  it  has  raifed  a  re¬ 
putation  which  will  not  eafily  be  fhaken  off,  or  foon  forgotten. 

Almoft  as  foon  as  Mr.  P.’s  tradt  was  publifhed,  (which  he  fent  me, 
indeed ;  for  how  could  he  avoid  doing  fo  ?)  I  complained  of  him,  by 
name,  in  the  moft  open  manner,  in  my  ledture  j  and  the  Critical  Re¬ 
viewers  charged  him  with  plagiarifm,  when  they  gave  an  account  of 
his  tradt.  Yet  Mr.  P.  bore  all  this  without  replying,  or  taking  any  me¬ 
thod  of  public  j uflification.  Had  he  been  confcious  of  having  adted  an 
ingenuous  part,  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that  he  would  have  juftified  him- 
felf,  while  dates  and  other  circumftances  were  recent,  and  proofs  eafily 
procured  for  the  defence  which  he  has  given,  at  laft,  is  of  fuch  a  na¬ 
ture  as  required  no  great  time  to  be  prepared.  It  contains  no  teftimo- 
nies.  It  is  barely  the  account  which  he  is  pleafed  to  give  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  :  his  own  aftertions,  without  any  proof.  If  his  ftory  was  true,  why 
-  did  not  he,  with  indignation,  anfwer  an  accufation  made  in  fo  public  a 
manner  ?  He  knew  of  it ;  and  fays  (p.  162)  he  rejlrained  fome  of  the 
ftudents  from  fpeaking  of  it  to  me.  Why  fhould  he  rejirain  them  from 
following  their  inclination,  if  he  knew  that  his  condudt  had  been  pro¬ 
per  ?  Would  he  perfuade  the  world,  that  he  was  afraid  it  might  have 
hurt  my  reputation  ?  It  is  probable,  he  was  afraid  it  might  hurt  his 
own.  If  I  had  fpoken  to  himfelj \  he  fays,  he  would  have  cleared  up  the 

C  2  matter ; 
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matter  but  as  I  had  fpoken  only  to  about  an  hundred  gentlemen ,  in  a 
ledture,  we  may  prefume  he  thought  there  could  be  no  reafon  for  taking 
any  notice  of  it ;  and  that  it  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  affedt  his  reputa¬ 
tion.  But  why  did  he  take  no  notice  of  what  was  faid  in  the  Critical 
Review  ?  He  tells  us,  (p.  158)  an  anonymous  writer  has  710  juft  claim  to 
an  anfwer ;  and  he  believes  the  Reviewers  themfelves  will  think  fo. 
What,  does  he  really  believe  that  the  Reviewers  are  either  fo  humble, 
or  fo  abandoned,  as  to  think  that  no  anfwer  is  neceffary,  when  they 
openly  charge  a  man  with  plagiarifm  ?  Reviewers  have  character  and 
influence,  though  they  have  no  name  ;  and  the  more  influence,  indeed, 
as  they  profefs  being  impartial  :  And  thence  we  fee  authors  of  this,  and 
of  every  nation,  daily  defending  their  characters,  when  they  think  they 
have  been  unfairly  reprefented  to  the  public  by  Reviewers.  Why  then 
flhould  Mr.  P.  trim  fo  nicely,  and  fo  patiently,  the  balance  of  juft  claim , 
when  his  character  was  fo  openly  attacked  ?  but,  at  laft,  after  more  than 
Jive  years  patience ,  he  found  there  was  a  juft  claim,  and  publifhed  his 
defence. 

1  After  thefe  remarks,  it  might,  perhaps,  be  thought  an  affront  to  the 
reader’s  underftanding,  or  candour,  to  offer  farther  proofs  of  fomething 
extremely  like  difmgenuity  in  Mr.  P.’s  conduct.  Yet  I  will  fuppofe*. 
either  that  I  may  have  been  partial  to  my  own  reafoning,  or  that  I  may 
have  failed  in  conveying  my  ideas  clearly.  Therefore,  I  will  beg  leave 
to  offer  one  proof  more  5  which,  indeed,  is  of  the  moft  convincing  na¬ 
ture  :  it  is  this,  that  the  whole  ftory  of  Lagaranne,  which  has  been  fo 
circumftantially  related,  and  upon  which  Mr.  P.  refis  his  defence,  by 
accident  has  been  found  to  be  an  impojition  upon  the  public. 

Some  time  ago,  (about  eighteen  months,  if  I  can  trufl  my  memory)' 
in  a  converfution  upon  fome  points  of  anatomy  and  l'urgery,  and  parti¬ 
cularly  upon  the  Hernia  congenita ,  which  I  happend  to  have  with  Mr. 
Morratt,  furgeon  to  the  Middlefex-hofpital,  and  reader  of  anatomy,  he 
afked  me,  if  I  had  read  De  Lagaranne  upon  Hernia  ?  Upon  my  faying 
1  had  not,  he  told  me,  there  was  fomething  in  that  writer,  which  was 
very  near  to  a  full  account  of  the  Hernia  congenita,  and  he  offered  to  lend 
me  the  book  ;  adding,  that  he  had  Shewn  it  to  Mr.  Pott,  who  was  a 
good  deal  furprized  and pleafed  with  it.  I  thanked  Mr.  Moffatt,  and  told 
him  I  had  the  book,  (as  well  as  a  thoufand  more,  at  leafi,  which,  to  my 
fhame,  I  had  not  read)  and  that  I  would  certainly  look  into  what  the 
author  had  advanced. 


When 
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When  I  obferved  what  ufe  Mr.  Pott  had  made  of  Lagaranne,  in  his 
defence,  the  mifreprefentation  diverted  me  exceedingly.  I  was  very  de- 
firous  that  the  public  might  know  the  fecret ;  and  therefore  I  wrote  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Moffatt,  putting  him  in  mind  of  what  he  had  told  me, 
and  complaining  of  the  ill  ufe  which  Mr.  Pott  had  made  of  his  informa¬ 
tion.  I  told  him,  that  he  could  not  be  angry  with  me  for  telling  the 
truth ;  nor  could  he,  with  honour,  refufe  to  be  an  evidence  in  fupport  of 
it.  Then  I  put  fome  queftions  to  him  upon  the  fubjed;  and  he  was 
pleafed  to  fend  me  the  following  anfwer. 

“  Sir, 

“  If  I  am  called  upon,  however  difagreeable  it  may  be,  Truth 
<(  obliges  me  to  declare,  that  I  fhewed  to  Mr.  Pott  the  paffage  in  La- 
<(  garanne  relative  to  the  proceffes  of  the  Peritonaeum ,  in  which  the  C011- 
“  genial  Hernia  are  formed.  He  did  not,  at  that  time,  feem  to  be  ac~ 
“  quainted  with  the  book.  I  lent  it  to  him,  and  in  a  few  days  he 
“  returned  it,  and  told  me,  that  he  had  long  had  that  book ;  and  in- 
“  timated,  that  he  had  taken  notice  of  the  fame  paffage,  before  I  fpoke 
“  to  him ;  and  rather  wondered  that  he  had  not  recolleded  it.  Phis 
“  was  after  the  publication  of  his  tra5l ;  and,  I  believe,  about  the  time 
“  when  that  number  of  the  Critical  Review  was  publilhed,  which  gave 
“  an  account  of  his  trad.  I  am,  &c. 

“  Queen-ffreet,  Nov.  14,  1763.  J.  Moffatt.”' 

This  evidence  puts  the  fidion  of  Lagaranne,  and  of  the  inquifitive 
gentleman ,  in  fo  clear  a  light,  that  it  requires  no  comment.  What  Mr. 
Pott  could  fay  for  himfelf,  in  this  very  aukward  lituation,  we  fhall  pro¬ 
bably  never  know ;  for  he  has  declared  that  he  will  write  no  more  upon 
the  fubjed  :  and  the  world  may  think  the  declaration  was  made  at  a  very 
proper  time ;  viz.  When  his  fubjed  was  growing  intradable  and  defpe- 
rate.  But  my  intention  being  only  to  convince  the  candid  reader,  I 
will  not  dwell  upon  circumffances  fo  humiliating  to  an  author,  and  to 
a  man. 


SECT. 


[  ^  ] 


SECT.  IV. 

Refutation  of  abfurd  Accusations. 

BESIDES  the  great  points  in  difpute  between  Mr.  P.  and  me, 
which  it  was  necejfary  to  fettle,  fome  queftions  have  arifen,  which 
would  not  deferve  an  anfwer  upon  any  other  occafion  ;  and  yet  may, 
with  propriety  enough,  claim  fome  attention,  now  that  the  pen  is  in  my 
hand. 

Mr.  P.  feems  to  exult  in  thinking  it  probable,  that  I  was  the  author 
of  the  account,  which  was  given  of  his  pamphlet,  in  the  Critical  Review; 
and  then  (p.  159)  triumphs  over  this  fuppofed  behaviour,  as  cowardly 
and  treacherous.  In  the  fame  page  alfo,  he  complains,  that  I  attacked 
him  openly  at  my  ledtures,  and  is  furprifed  that  I  was  not  afhamed  to 
do  it,  and  afhamed  to  confefs  it  :  An  unmanly  ?nethod,  fays  he,  and 
equally  unbecoming  a  man  of  candour ,  or  a  man  of  fpirit .  Now  it  feems 
difficult  to  conceive,  that  both  thofe  attacks  were  made  by  the  fame 
hand,  they  are  fo  unlike  :  The  one  was  in  the  dark,  and  might  be  trea¬ 
cherous  ;  the  other  was  open,  and  could  only  be  impudent,  if  it  was  at 
all  wrong.  It  is  ridiculous  enough  to  reckon  it  unbecoming  a  man  of 
fpirit ;  for,  in  my  mind,  an  attack  made  openly,  and  by  name,  before 
a  number  of  gentlemen,  and  afterwards  acknowleged  and  repeated  in 
print,  is  not  one  of  the  Hrongeft  and  molt  decifive  marks  of  the  want 
of  a  decent  fhare  of  fpirit.  I  own  I  fhould  rather  fufpedt  the  man  who, 
inftead  of  defending  himfelf  when  he  is  attacked,  Hands  complaining  of 
the  unmanly  manner,  and  wrangles  about  the  juftice  of  the  claim  ;  who 
difregards  one  challenge  becaufe  it  has  no  name,  and  another  becaufe  it 
has. 

But,  to  examine  thefe  two  inconfiftent  charges  a  little  more  particu¬ 
larly,  I  muft  tell  the  reader,  that  the  account  in  the  Critical  Review 
was  not  mine,  in  any  other  fenfe  than  that  it  was  the  language  I  ufed 
at  the  time,  both  in  my  ledtures,  and  among  my  private  acquaintance ; 
and  therefore  the  fubflance  of  it  was,  probably  enough,  delivered  by 
myfelf  to  the  anonymous  perfon  who  calls  himfelf  Pupil ,  either  in  a 
ledture,  or  in  private  converfation.  I  made  no  fecret  of  the  complaint; 
fo  that  it  might  eafily  have  been  fent  to  the  Reviewers,  by  any  friend 
of  mine.  And  it  is  no  wonder  that  two  little  miftakes  fhould  have 
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crept  into  the  account,  without  any  intention  of  mifreprefenting  fails. 
Accordingly,  Mr.  P.  is  there  faid  to  have  quoted  Mr.  Chefelden  as  well 
as  Mr.  Sharp,  which  is  an  error ;  but  it  is  an  innocent  error ;  for  it  is 
not  of  the  leaf:  confequence  in  the  difpute ;  and  accordingly  Mr.  P.  who 
could  eafily  have  difproved  it,  allows  it  to  pafs  without  notice.  The 
other  error  is  this  :  it  is  faid  in  that  account,  that  I  had  complained  of 
Mr.  P.  to  himfelf.  This  mofl  certainly  is  a  miftake  :  I  never  did,  and 
never  fhall.  If  I  had  been  the  author  of  the  account,  that  error  fhould 
not  have  been  introduced,  for  this  reafon,  among  others,  that  I  fhould 
not  have  wifhed  my  friends  to  believe,  that  I  had  had  any  communication 
with  him,  after  the  publication  of  his  pamphlet.  From  that  time  he 
was  not  to  be  of  my  acquaintance  ;  my  opinion  was  totally  changed ;  the 
grounds  I  went  upon  were  certain ;  and  as  I  was  certain  that  I  was  ill 
treated,  complaining  to  him  would  have  been  as  mean,  as  it  would  have 
been  ufelefs. 

But,  after  all,  if  the  account  given  by  the  Reviewers,  or  Pupil,  (or, 
to  pleafe  him,  by  myfelfj  was  falfe ,  it  was  unjuftifiable,  injurious,  and 
infamous :  but  if  it  was  true ,  as  I  aver,  and  have  proved  it  to  be,  (ex¬ 
cept  in  the  above-mentioned  infignificant  articles)  pray  to  what  purpofe 
is  all  this  wrangling,  and  accufation  about  the  author  of  it  ?  Had  not  I 
a  right  to  tell  firft  without  my  name,  (if  I  had  thought  it  proper)  what 
I  had  before  told  openly  in  my  public  ledlure,  and  afterwards  told  in 
a  book,  to  which  I  put  my  name  ?  why  fhould  not  my  friends  write  to 
the  Reviewers  ?  it  appears  by  the  Critical  Review  for  June  17573  that 
Mr.  Pott’s  friends  did  fo. 

The  other  complaint  urged  againfl  me  is,  the  telling  my  tale  to  the  young 
people  at  myledture-room.  “  I  am  really,”  fays  he,  (p.  1 59)  at  a  lofs  to  fay 
“  which  has  been  mofl  furprizing  to  me,  the  Doctor’s  having  made  fuch 
“  complaint,  or  his  not  having  beenafhamedtoacknowlege  it.  Why  make 
“  an  appeal  to  a  fet  of  people,  who  could  not  poffibly  know  any  thing  of 
“  the  matter,  or,  at  leaft,  as  it  related  to  me?  nor  whether  the  complaint 
“  was  well  or  ill  grounded  ?  Why  fhould  Dodtor  Hunter  be  fo  vain  as  to 
<f  imagine,  that  his  ipfe  dixit  muft  be  implicitly  believed  by  all  who  heard 

him  ?  &c.”  Has  Mr.  P.  really  got  into  fuch  habits  and  ways  of  think¬ 
ing,  that  he  is  furprized  any  body  tells  the  truth ,  and  is  not  alhamed  to 
acknowlege  it  ?  I  have  proved  every  article  of  that  appeal  to  be  true  : 
Why  then  fhould  he  be  furprized',  either  that  I  made  it,  or  that  I  was 
not  afhamed  to  acknowlege  it  ?  Becaufe,  fays  he,  it  was  made  to  a  fet 
of  people ,  who  could  not  pofjibly  know  any  thing  op  the  matter ,  or,  at  leaf,  as 
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it  related  to  him.  It  is  very  ftrange,  indeed,  if  the  gentlemen  who  at¬ 
tended  my  ledtures  could  not  pofibly  know  what  I  had  demonstrated  there , 
Several  of  them  had  been  prefent,  and  bore  witnefs  to  every  part  of  the 
tranfadlion  3  and  the  reft  of  them  could  not  pojjibly  doubt  fadts,  which 
were  of  fo  glaring  a  nature,  and  fo  well  attefted  by  their  fellow-ftudents. 

Confcious,  no  doubt,  of  the  abfurdity  of  the  firft  part  of  his  propofi- 
tion,  Mr.  P.  endeavours  to  give  it  a  little  plaufibility  by  adding,  or ,  at 
leajiy  fo  far  as  it  related  to  him.  This  is  another  phantom  3  the  mere 
fhadow  of  an  argument.  All  thinking  men  muft  fee,  that  the  ftudents 
could  very  well  know  all  the  material  part,  even  as  it  related  to  him.  They 
could  read  his  firft  book,  and  then  they  could  not  but  know,  that  while 
I  was  explaining  the  Hernia  congenita ,  he  was  calling  it  a  lufus  naturae , 
or  accident.  Was  this  above  their  capacity  ?  They  could  know  from 
one  another  (for  fome  were  prefent)  that  he  came,  after  this,  as  a 
friend,  and  faw  the  preparations  which  my  brother  had  made,  and 
which  I  had  fhewn  to  them  in  ledlures,  and  heard  our  doctrines  and 
opinions  explained.  Was  this  beyond  their  comprehenfion  ?  And,  as 
his  pamphlet  was  published  when  the  complaint  was  made  to  them, 
they  could  read  it,  and  could  fee  that  the  whole  was  mine  3  and  yet 
that  he  had  taken  the  whole  to  himfelf,  without  mentioning  my  name, 
dire&ly  or  indiredly.  Was  this  dark,  or  intricate,  or  beyond  their  reach? 
Was  it  necefiary  to  know  more  than  thofe  fads,  to  judge  of  my  com¬ 
plaint,  or  of  his  behaviour  ?  or,  was  it  necefiary,  before  they  could 
-pofiibly  know  any  thing  of  the  matter,  that  they  ftiould  wait  patiently 
five  long  years,  and  be  made  acquainted  with  the  inftrudive  and  delec¬ 
table  hiftory  of  one  Gargantua ,  and  the  inquifitive  gentleman  of  St.  Bar¬ 
tholomew's  ?  a  romance,  which,  it  has  been  already  proved,  had  not  an 
exiftence,  even  in  the  author’s  fertile  imagination,  till  fome  time  after. 

But,  fays  he,  (p.  160)  “  it  was  difingenuous  to  endeavour  to  fet  me  in 
“  a  contemptible  light  to  his  hearers,  without  having  once  mentioned 
“  the  thing  to  me,  or  hearing  what  I  had  to  fay  in  my  own  vindica- 
“  tion.”  Plad  his  behaviour  been  only  doubtful,  I  Should  have  endea¬ 
voured,  feme  way  or  other,  to  have  found  it  out,  before  I  had  com¬ 
plained  of  him  in  public  :  but  he  had  faved  me  that  trouble,  by  remov¬ 
ing  all  poffibility  of  doubt.  There  was  at  once  an  end  of  our  friend¬ 
ship,  and  of  my  refpedt  for  him.  Fides ,  ut  anima ,  unde  abiit,  nunquam 
redit.  Pleat*  what  he  had  to  fay  ^  f  I  knew  at  that  time,  as  well  as 
the  reader  knows  now,  that  he  had  nothing  to  fay  in  his  vindication, 
which  could  be  to  the  purpofe  3  and  yet,  it  is  my  fincere  opinion,  that 

he 
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he  loft  nothing  among  his  acquaintance,  by  what  he  is  pleafed  to  call  my 
endeavours  to  make  him  appear  contemptible.  However,  I  endea¬ 
voured  to  reprefent  him  fairly,  and  as  he  was  :  if  the  figure  he  made 
was  refpedtable,  the  merit  was  all  his  own ;  and  if  it  was  not,  the  de¬ 
merit  was  not  mine. 

It  is  pleafant  enough  to  fee  the  pains  he  takes,  to  make  the  world  be¬ 
lieve,  that  I  had  been  babbling  to  boys,  and  mis-leading  young  minds, 
who  could  not  judge  for  themfelves.  He  affedts  not  to  know  the  kind 
of  affembly  that  he  fpeaks  of.  There  are  always  a  great  number  of  gen¬ 
tlemen  prefent  at  thefe  ledtures,  who  are  enabled,  both  by  education  and 
age,  to  judge  of  more  difficult  queftions  than  any  which  this  difpute 
has  occafioned. 

I  have  now  anfwered  all  the  charges  which  Mr.  P.  lias  brought  againfl 
me,  except  what  are  contained  in  two  notes  5  and  thefe  fhall  next  be 
confidered. 

In  a  note  (p.  161)  he  fays,  <e  In  the  Medical  Commentary,  fpeaking 
“  of  my  erroneous  account  of  the  time  of  the  defcent  of  the  defies ,  and 
<(  of  my  fuppofed  theft  from  Haller,  the  Dodtor  fays,  that  the  fubjedt 
“  appeared  to  him  too  delicate  for  converfation .  But  though  it  was  too 
“  delicate  for  converfation,  even  with  a  man  whom  he  dignifies  with 
“  the  refpedtable  name  of  friend ,  yet  it  did  not  appear  too  delicate  to  be 
“  made  the  fubjedt  of  an  anonymous  piece  of  fatire.  What  an  idea  of 
“  delicacy ,  as  well  as  of  friendjhip ,  does  this  convey  !  Hie  Jiigrce  fuccus 
**  loliginis  ;  hecc  ef  cerugo  mera.” 

That  the  reader  may  the  better  underhand  the  idea  that  I  meant  to 
convey  of  delicacy  with  my  friend ,  and  clearly  fee  our  author’s  fophiftry,  I 
beg  leave  to  inform  him,  that  in  the  year  1756  I  treated  a  very  delicate 
fubjedt  (viz.  my  friend  Mr.  P.’s  fuppofed  plagiarifm  from  Haller)  with 
filence ,  becaufe  he  was  then  my  friend :  but,  after  he  publifhed  his  pam¬ 
phlet  in  the  year  1757,  in  which  he  took  from  me  (till  then  his  friend ) 
what  he  knew  was  mine,  and  what  he  knew  I  fhould  be  forry  to  lofe, 
without  either  afking  my  confent,  or  making  any  acknowledgment  ; 
then,  I  fay,  he  had  no  right  to  expedt  delicacy  or  friendjhip  from  me. 
Yet,  even  then,  I  wrote  no  a?io?iymous  fatire ,  but  complained  openly  of  his 
moft  indelicate  and  unfriendly  behaviour  to  me.  I  imagine  the  reader  will 
now  underftand  the  nigree  Juccus  loliginis. 

- Quod  vitium  procul  afore  chart  is, 

Atque  animo  prins ,  ut  f  quid  proniitt ere  de  me, 

D  ToJJum 
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Pojjiim  aliud,  vere  pr  omit  to.  Liberius  Ji 
Dixero  quid ,  ft  forte  jocofius ;  hoc  mihi  juris 
Cum  venia  dubis. 

The  other  note,  which  I  beg  leave  to  anfwer,  is  in  Mr.  P.’s  163d 
page.  It  can  be  a  fecret  to  none  of  Mr.  P.’s  readers,  that  he  there  re* 
proaches  me  with  having  infulted him,  by  fending  the  Medical  Commenta¬ 
ries  to  him,  as  it  contained  fome  things  which  could  not  be  pie afmg  to  him . 
Very  certain  I  am,  that  no  infult  was  intended ;  nor,  indeed,  was  any  civi¬ 
lity  meant.  It  was  thought  but  juStice,  to  let  theperfon  concerned  have 
a  copy  of  his  accufation,  as  foon  as  the  public  that  he  might  fettle 
the  defence  he  was  to  make,  and  be  prepared  to  talk  upon  a  fubjeCty 
which  was  to  come  into  public  converfation.  This,  I  am  told,  is  al¬ 
ways  done.  I  never  complained  of  my  antagonists  at  Edinburgh,  for 
fending  me  their  publications ;  and  never  heard,  or  fuppofed,  that  they 
were  offended  at  my  fending  mine  to  them.  But,  to  avoid  all  unnecef- 
fary  argumentation,  if  Mr.  P.  was  really  hurt  by  my  ordering  the  book 
to  be  left  at  his  houfe,  as  well  as  at  an  hundred  more  in  London,  I  vo¬ 
luntarily  give  him  the  fatisfa&ion  which  a  gentleman  thinks  fufficient  in 
fuch  cafes  viz.  I  allure  him,  upon  my  honour,  that  I  did  not  mean  it 
as  an  offence  or  infult,  and  not  only  beg  his  pardon,  but  promife  that  f 
will  never  again  fend  him  any  book  that  I  may  publish. 

Thus  I  have  endeavoured  to.  clear  up  a  difpute,  which  appeared  to 
me  to  be  of  confequence.  Had  the  question  been  only  about  unimpor¬ 
tant  difcoveries,  and  infignificant  improvements,  it  could  hardly  have 
deferved  a  line  for  every  page  which  has  been  beStowed  upon  it :  Bui 
when  the  characters  of  men  are  faked  in  a  difpute,  it  grows  tcoTerious 
and  important  to  be  negleCted.  This  confideration.  made  me  fend  thefe 
Sheets  to  the  prefs  fooner,  and  perhaps  more  incorreCf,  than  I  could  have 
wifhed.  Mr.  P.’s  defence  of  himfelf,  and  accufation  of  me,  came  upon 
me  in  the  very  beginning  of  my  hurry  in  the  firft  week  of  my  firft 
courfe  of  leCtures,  which  is  not  yet  finished.  If  I  had  had  more  leifurey 
I  might  have  put  this  Supplement  into  better  order,  and  might  have 
been  tempted  to  touch  upon  fome  other  inviting  Subjects.  Mr.  P.  has 
Supplied  me  with  an  unneceffary  profufion  of  matter  ;  infomuch  that, 
inStead  of  having  wantonly  fought  a  difpute  with  hi?ny  as  he  would  have 
wiShed  the  world  to  believe,  I  could,  for  the  fake  of  argument,  give  up 
every  point  that  he  has  defended,  and  attack  him  as  a  plagiary,  upon 
new  ground.  I  might  begin  with  his  anatomical  defcriptions,  particu- 
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larly  with  what  he  fays  of  the  rings  in  the  abdominal  mufcles.  He 
makes  a  parade  upon  this  fubjed,  as  if  he  was  really  an  anatomical  ob- 
ferver  and  improver,  both  in  his  Treatife  on  the  Hydrocele,  and  in  that 
upon  Ruptures ;  and  with  as  much  eafy  alfurance,  as  if  I  had  not  for 
many  years  demonftrated  the  fame  things,  in  a  very  particular  manner  in 
my  courfes  of  ledures  ;  and  as  if  there  were  not  now  living  many  hun¬ 
dreds  of  gentlemen,  who  know  the  truth  of  what  I  here  advance.  But 
as  I  have  done  fome  juftice  to  the  two  principal  charaders  in  this  dif- 
pute,  and  can  have  more  ufeful  employment  for  the  very  few  hours  that 
are  at  my  own  difpofal,  I  will  give  Mr.  Pott  up  to  the  enjoyment  of 
his  reputation,  as  an  ingenious  and  modefl:  improver  of  furgery,  as  a  man 
who  is  faithful  to  his  friend,  and  religioufly  obfervant  of  Truth,  upon 
every  occafion. 

Ji  Jingula  vos  forte  non  movent ,  univerfa  certe  inter  fe  connexa , 
atque  conjunct  a?  mover e  de  be  bunt. 


Jermyn  Street, 
Dec.  3 1,  1763. 
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IT  would  give  me  a  very  flncere  pleafure,  if  I  could  promife  myfelf 
that  I  am  now  appearing  in  controverfy  for  the  lad:  time  :  I  heartily 
wifh  that  it  may  be  fo.  I  have  never  attacked  any  man  who  treated  me 
fairly,  and  do  promife  that  I  never  will.  This  is  a  fecurity  on  my  fide, 
that  will  not  fail ;  and,  we  may  hope,  that  the  example  of  my  two 
friends,  will  prevent  the  fame  kind  of  unfair  proceedings  from  others. 

Indeed,  my  old  majler ,  Profeflbr  Monro,  fenior,  has  dill  a  demand 
upon  me •,  but  he  will  not  permit  me  to  difcharge  my  duty  to  him,  and 
forces  me  to  take  this  method  of  endeavouring  to  prevail  upon  him. 
He  has  honoured  me  with  an  expojluldtory  epijlle ,  and  flattered  me  with 
the  promife  of  publishing  a  comment  upon  all  my  works.  Yet  I  can¬ 
not  perfuade  him,  in  a  more  private  manner,  to  anfwer  two  fhort,  and 
plain,  and  fair  quedions.  Therefore  I  mud  lay  our  correfpondence  be¬ 
fore  the  public,  in  hopes  that  my  old  majler  s  friends  will  ufe  their  influ¬ 
ence  with  him,  in  my  behalf. 

He  fent  his  Expojlulatory  Epijlle  to  me,  with  the  following  letter  : 

“  To  Doftor  William  Hunter,  Phyfician,  London. 
i(  Sir, 

**  In  return  for  your  Commentary,  I  herewith  fend  you  a  copy  of 
**  fome  animadverflons  on  the  part  of  it  immediately  relative  to  me ; 
46  and,  as  this  is  too  fmall  a  compenfation  for  fuch  an  elegant  book,  I 
"  Shall  foon  do  myfelf  the  pleafure  to  fend  you  a  larger  volume,  of  the 
“  fame  kind,  on  all  your  publications,  in  the  vulgar  fenfe,  and  mud,  in 

"  the  mean  time,  thank  you  for  furnishing  fuch  copious  materials  to 

/ 

i(  Your  old  mader, 

"Edinburgh,  Dec.  4,  1762.  Alexander  Monro.” 

When  I  had  confidered  his  Expojlulatory  Epijlle ,  I  wrote  to  him  as 
follows  : 
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u  To  Alexander  Monro,  fenior,  Profeffor  of  Anatomy,  Edinburgh. 


“  Sir, 

“  I  return  you  my  thanks  for  the  new  edition  of  your  Ofleology, 
t(  which  you  was  pleafed  to  fend  me.  At  the  fame  time  I  received  your 
“  Expoflulatory  Epiflle ,  and  a  letter  in  manufcript. 

“  You  certainly  have  a  right  to  demand  information  of  the  particular 
“  paffages  in  Dr.  Noortwyk’s  book,  which  I  charge  you  with  having 
“  mifreprefented.  They  are  as  follow  : 

“  Medical  EfT.  vol.  ii.  p.  119.  The  words  mofl  Jlrongly  are  fubflituted 
(<  for  quam  pojjet  proxime ;  which  tranflation  alters  the  fenfe  entirely. 

“  Ibid.  The  word  and  ( moved  the  knife )  is  fubflituted  for  the  word 
“  vel ;  which  likewife  alters  the  fenfe  entirely. 

“  Ibid.  p.  124.  1  he  following  fentence  is  coined  :  And  the J'oft  fpongy 
“  internal Jubflance  of  the  womb  is  infnuated  into  the  furrows  between  thefe 
“  knobs. 

e<  In  my  turn,  I  furely  have  a  right  to  demand  an  anfwer  to  the  two 
€t  following  queflions.  Who  is  meant  by  the  deceafed  benefadlor  and 
“friend?  who  by  the  frfl  introducer  into  bufinefs,  mentioned  in  the  27th 
“  page  of  your  Epiflle  ?  I  flatter  myfelf,  you  will  think  it  proper  to 
“  give  me  a  diredl  anfwer,  as  foon  as  your  leifure  will  permit,  that  it 
“  may  not  be  in  the  power  of  malevolence  itfelf  to  accufe  you  of  fab- 
“  bing  in  the  dark .  I  am.  Sir, 

“  Your  very  humble  Servant, 

“  London,  Jermyn-flreet,  Feb.  1 1,  1763.  William  Hunter.” 

I  expedted  an  anfwer  j  and  own  I  was  furprized  at  not  receiving  any. 
At  length  I  wrote  to  him  again,  as  follows : 

“  To  Alexander  Monro,  fenior,  &c. 

$ 

“  Sir, 

“  It  is  now  almofl  ten  months  fince  I  troubled  you  with  a  letter,  to 
({  which  I  have  hitherto  received  no  anfwer.  I  am  inclined  to  do  you 
“  juflice ;  yet  I  cannot  well  anfwer  your  printed  Expofulatory  Epiflle, 
“  without  knowing  who  are  meant  by  the  deceafed  benefactor  and  friend, 
“  and  the  frfl  introducer  into  bufinefs,  as  they  are  reprefented  by  you  in 

“  the 
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<f  the  27th  page  of  your  Epifle .  Let  me  repeat  to  you,  that  you  cer» 
4(  tainly  had  a  right  to  afk,  what  the  paffages  were  in  Dr.  Noortwyck, 
<c  which  I  affirmed  you  had  mifreprefented  ;  and  accordingly  I  pointed 
“  them  out  to  you.  I  have  the  fame  right  to  be  informed  of  the  bene - 
ct  factor  and  firf  introducer ,  whom  you  have  endeavoured  to  make  the 
“  world  believe  I  have  ufed  ill.  Will  you.  Sir,  who  (p.  2.)  value 
“  yourfelf  upon  your  candour ,  and  (p.  28)  recommend  plain  fpeaking  in 
“  difputes ;  who  call  yourfelf  a  blunt ,  tejly  old  fellow  ;  will  you,  I  fay, 
“  upbraid  me,  in  the  face  of  the  whole  world,  with  having  behaved  ill 
“  to  my  deceafed  friend  and  benefactor,  and  to  my  frf  introducer  into 
“  bufmefs ,  and  yet  refufe  to  date  the  fa<d,  in  fuch  a  way  as  that  I  may 
“  clear  myfelf,  if  innocent  or  make  the  bed:  reparation  in  my  power, 
“  if  I  have  had  the  misfortune  to  be  fo  much  in  the  wrong  ?  I  cannot 
“  think  you  will  doop  fo  low ;  and  therefore  I  will  once  more  afk  you 
“  the  quedion,  in  this  private  manner,  and  wait  a  reafonable  time  for 
“  your  anfwer.  If  you  will  not  favour  me  with  an  anfwer  at  all,  you 
*'  mud  not  be  offended  if  I  apply  in  another  manner,  and  clear  myfelf 
“  of  your  ill-grounded  afperfon.  If  you  was  really  fo  informed,  you  was 
“  egregioufly  abufed,  and  you  will  now  be  glad  to  clear  yourfelf ;  but 
€e  if  you  avoid  this  fair  opportunity  of  doing  me  judice,  I  mud  accufe 
“  you,  not  only  of  fpreading,  but  of  raffing  a  groundlefs  calumny .  I 
am.  Sir, 

Your  humble  Servant, 

London,  Dec.  3,  1763.  William  Hunter.” 


Hitherto  the  Profeffor  has  not  condefcended  to  take  notice  of  thefe 
letters  5  and  therefore  it  is  now  time  to  addrefs  myfelf  to  him  in  print. 

To  Alexander  Monro,  fenior,  &c. 

S  1  R, 

Give  me  leave  to  fend  you  a  plain  letter ,  in  anfwer  to  your  Expofula- 
tory  Epifile.  Since  the  publication  of  that  Epidle,  I  have,  again  and 
again,  afked  you  two  plain  quedions,  which  your  friends  will  probably 
think,  you  fhould  have  anfwered  fooner.  Whether  you  will  now,  or  not, 
is  perfectly  indifferent  to  me  3  but,  for  your  own  fake,  it  might  be  pro¬ 
per  to  fay - ;  or  whatever  you  have  found  to  go  off  mod  fpecioufly 
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upon  fuch  occafions.  You  may  confult  with  your  relation,  whom  you 
have  gone  fome  lengths  to  ferve,  in  his  diftrefs. 

Nunc,  fi  quid  potes  aut  tu,  aut  hie, 

Facite,  fingite,  invenite,  ejfcite . 

And,  in  the  mean  time,  I  will  make  fome  fhort  remarks  on  the  reft  of 
your  Epiftle. 

You  fay,  (p.  i)  “  it  was  really  cruel  in  me  to  force  you  to  refume  the 
€t  pen,  efpecially  in  controverfy,  which  you  always  difliked  fo  much  that 
“  you  never  was  the  aggreifor.”  This  piece  of  declamation  muft  have 
entertained  your  readers,  who  all  know,  that  in  this  very  difpute,  you 
were  the  aggreifor ;  and  that  you  wrote  a  long  paper  in  the  Critical  Re¬ 
view  againft  me,  at  a  time  when  1  had  neither  direCtly  nor  indirectly 
brought  you  into  the  difpute ;  and  when  I  had  not  printed  any  thing 
upon  the  fubjeCt.  You  muft  allow  this  faCt  and  your  beft  friends  muft 
allow  that  it  is  unanfwerable.  You  will  probably  beft  know,  what  they 
will  fay  upon  this  occafion ;  but  I  well  know  what  muft  be  their  real 
opinion. 

Was  you  never  the  aggreifor  in  another  inftance  ?  Recoiled  yourfelf 
before  you  fpeak ;  and  tell  the  world,  who  was  the  author  of  that  coarfe 
attack  upon  Garengeot,  in  the  Medical  Elfays,  which  all  gentlemen  al¬ 
low  to  be  a  difgrace  to  the  collection. 

You  tell  us  (p.  2)  that  “  my  late  attack  in  my  Medical  Commentaries 
“  on  your  candour  and  veracity,  the  part  of  your  character  which  you 
**  always  valued  moft,  piques  you  fo  much  that  you  muft  appeal  to  the 
“  public  for  redrefs  3  and  that  poffibly,  when  the  fpirit  is  thus  roufed, 
“  fomething  more  than  your  vindication  will  appear.”  Whatever  may 
afterwards  appear,  the  public,  in  the  mean  time,  would  be  glad  to  fee 
your  vindication.  Your  Epiftle  is  not  of  that  kind  :  it  is  vindictive 
enough,  but  it  is  no  vindication. 

In  your  3d,  4th,  and  5th  pages,  indeed,  you  feem  to  attempt  a  vin¬ 
dication  ;  but  the  attempt  ends  in  nothing.  Give  me  leave  to  ftate  the 
cafe  to  you.  I  faid  that  you  had  forfeited  all  reputation  as  an  hiftorian, 
by  alferting,  firft,  thatj you  knew  the  faffs  relating  to  the  difpute  (between 
your  fon  and  me)  and  fent  a  fair  fate  of  them ;  and  then  by  alluring  the 
public,  that  Dr.  Monro  (junior)  went  to  London  in  ahfolute  ignorance  of 
Dr.  Hunter  s  having  any  particular  opinion  concerning  Lymphatics ,  and  was 
furprized  when  he  heard  Dr.  Hunter  teach  the  doffrine  of  Lymphatics  being 
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Abfor bents.  Now,  Sir,  all  the  world  knows,  that  it  has  been  proved 
that  this  was  a  diredl  mifreprefentation  of  a  faCt.  Had  not  I  then  a  right 
to  fay  fo,  in  my  defence?  and  did  not  I  leave  you  room,  for  the  only  de¬ 
fence  which  candour  and  veracity  could  make,  viz.  a  confeffion  that 
your  antagonift  was  in  the  right,  and  that  you  were  in  the  wrong  ? 
Would  not  the  public  have  applauded  you  more,  if  you  had  frankly 
owned  your  fault,  and  pleaded  the  excufe  of  ignorance  ?  Indead  of  this, 
you  wrangle,  and  will  not  even  confefs  that  it  was  a  fault.  Your  friends 
will  tell  you,  that  it  would  have  been  more  proper  to  deprecate,  than 
to  fhew  a  fpirit  of  revenge,  in  fo  humiliating  a  fituation. 

From  the  6th  to  the  16th  page  of  your  Epidle,  you  wrangle  with  me 
about  your  difpute  with  Dr.  Noortwyk.  I  have  told  you  the  paffages 
which  you  have  mifreprefented,  and  the  faCt  is  as  clear  as  fun-fhine;  yet 
I  know  that  you  would  wrangle  for  ever,  rather  than  confefs  that  you 
have  been  in  the  wrong.  But  there  is  dill  one  way  left  you,  for  gaining 
a  victory  over  me,  in  this  part  of  our  difpute.  State  the  cafe  to  Dr. 
Noortwyk  in  a  letter ;  you  may  have  an  anfwer  from  Holland,  in  two  or 
three  weeks  :  You  allow  that  he  is  learned  and  candid ;  aik  him  if  you 
have  trandated  thofe  paffages  like  a  man  of  veracity  and  candour ,  the  part 
of  your  character  upon  which  you  value  yourlelf  mod  :  Afk  him  if  he 
has  altered  his  opinion.  He  is  candid ,  you  know,  and  therefore  will  "do 
you  judice  readily ;  and  as  you  allow,  that  he  is  learned ,  you  will  not 
pretend,  that  he  does  not  underdand  the  meaning  of  his  own  words. 
Your  bed  friends  will  allow  this  to  be  a  fair  propofal.  Try  what  Dr. 
Noortwyk  will  do  for  a  man  of  candour  and  veracity  in  great  didrefs. 

Unexpectedly,  Sir,  I  am  obliged  to  take  my  leave  of  you,  very  ab¬ 
ruptly  ;  but,  if  I  live,  this  diall  not  be  my  final  farewel.  You  fhall  have 
the  pleafure  of  hearing  from  me  frequently,  till  you  have  gratified  my 
curiofity  with  refpeCt  to  my  benefadlor  and  JirJi  introducer.  Then,  once 
for  all,  I  will  pay  my  refpeCts  to  you,  and  leave  you  to  enjoy  the  fweets 
of  your  calm  retreat.  I  intended  to  have  made  fome  remarks  upon  the 
red  of  your  Epiftle ;  but  while  I  was  writing  this  Poftfcript ,  and  cor¬ 
recting  the  proof-fheets  of  what  relates^  to  Mr.  Pott,  I  was  fo  frequently 
interrupted,  that  my  printer,  and  many  of  my  friends,  began  to  defpair 
of  my  finifhing  what  had  been  promifed.  At  lad,  on  the  eleventh  of 
February,  I  was  fo  fortunate  as  to  meet  with  a  gravid  Uterusy  to  which, 
from  that  time,  all  the  hours  have  been  dedicated  which  have  been  at 
my  own  difpofal.  I  have  been  bufy  in  injecting,  dideCting,  preferving, 
and  fhewing  it,  and  in  planning  and  fuperintending  drawings  and  plaider 
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•caSts  of  it;  neither  of  which  can  pofhblybe  finished,  for  fome  time.  You 
will  not  then  be  furprized,  that  in  all  this  time,  I  have  not  once  taken 
up  my  pen,  to  finifh  this  Pojifcript  on  the  intended  plan.  Indeed,  it 
would  not  have  been  in  my  power  to  have  finished  it,  for  fome  time  to 
come. 

I  have  been  fo  particular  in  my  apology,  in  order  to  prevent  your 
thinking  me  neglectful  of  you  ;  and  likewife  that  you,  who  have  pro- 
mifed  a  comment  upon  all  my  works,  and  have  thanked  me  for  furnish¬ 
ing  fuch  copious  materials,  may  have  the  pleafure  of  being  informed, 
that  I  am  preparing  more  materials  for  your  amufement,  and  for  your 
criticifm.  I  ha.ve  already  made  five  very  capital  drawings  from  this  Sub¬ 
ject.  They,  and  fome  more.  Shall  be  engraved  by  the  belt  matters,  as 
foon  as  poSlible ;  and  then  the  whole  Shall  be  published.  My  firSt  and 
original  intention,  you  know,  was  to  have  published  ten  plates  only  ; 
but  thinking  the  work  imperfeCt,  I  waited  patiently  for  more  opportu¬ 
nities  of  adding  fupplemental  figures.  Sixteen  plates  were  finished  on 
this  plan,  feveral  years  ago :  But  Still  I  was  diSTatisfied  with  the  work, 
as  being  incomplete;  and,  in  fpite  of  the  importunity  of  many  friends, 
in  fpite  even  of  your  affectionate  and  good  advice,  I  kept  it  from  the 
public.  When  the  additions  which  have  been  made.  Shall  be  published 
to  the  world,  I  Shall  have  an  opportunity  of  learning  whether,  for  the 
future,  I  ought  to  be  directed  by  your  confummate  wifdom  and  pru¬ 
dence,  or  go  on  as  well  as  I  can,  in  my  own  fimple  and  blundering  man¬ 
ner.  I  am,  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  Servant, 


Jermyn- Sheet,  March  15, 1764, 


William  Hunter. 
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3  ii  for  controverfy  read  controverfy. 

4  22  after  fafls  put  a  comma. 

9  20  for  thoroughly  read  throughly. 

16  i  for  \y.ot  read  i^oh 

23  36&  38  for  acknowlege  read  acknowledge t 

24  37  a^ter  fay  Put  ■  ioft^ad  of  ? 

29  4  for  was  read  were. 

30  1 8  twice,  for  was  read  were. 

31  10  &  19  for  %vas  read  ivere. 
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